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FOREWORD

. The Educational Resources Information Center/Clearinghouse on Ele-
mentary and Early Childhood Education (ER!CIEECE} is part of a network
of 16 specialized clearinghouses funded by the National Institute of Educa-

tign to provide information about current research and developmcats in the

fleld of education. Each clearinghouse focuses on a speciflc area of edu-

-

-
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cai:ion—-ERi_C!EECE is responsible for acquiring, abstracting, and indexing
%
recent information on the social, psychological, physical, educational, and

cultural development. of children~from the prenatal period through early

adolescende. Theoretical and practical issues related to staff development,

administration, curriculum, and parentl,communit‘y factors affecting pro-*

grams for children of °this age group are also 'withln the scope of the
clearinghouse.

Each mont_h, documen!:s including research studies, conference pro-
ceedings, curriculum guides, program -descriptions and evaluations, ~and
oth;r publications not readily available from o}her‘sources are abstracted

and indexéd in the pages of Resources in Education (RIE). Through the

ERIC Document Reproduction Service, the ERIC system then makes avail-
able microfiche and paper copies of these documents. Articles from over

766 journals and magazines are indexed in ERIC's Current Index to Jour-

nals in Education (CIJE); many of the articles cited are annotated as well.

-
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Each, élearinghouse provides syntheses and analyses of $that informa=-
tion in o:;der to keep teachers, program administrators, researchers, and
: decision makers in all areas of education abreast of the most receni and

important findings in their respective fields. In addition to publishing

&

*
) ‘ - -
v N s

‘ bibliographies and topical papers of interest to those involved with the
. care. deveiopment, and education of young chiﬂ’dren, ERIC/EECE produces
resource lists and -newsletters on a regular basis. Clearinghouse staff

members also respond to individual information requests.

- ' We are pleased to announce publication of What's ‘Happening_in Ele- i

o

mentary School Classrooms: A Review of SelectedLiterature+———"-— .
- 4 t .
* - ¢ .

»

b b ]
g ' o Lilian G. Katz, Ph.D. )
Director, ERICIEECE
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INTRODUCTION - )

-
o

At the Eeginning of each school year, teachers are assigned a group
of students and given various resources to use to teach them.: One of the

most important resources providéd is time. The teacher has to decide how

much time to allocate to various ‘topics and activities. Since the total

amount of time is fixed, time allocated for one activity necessarily {imits

‘the amount "of time giver®

decisioﬁ making thus is deciding how best to use theé limited amount of
available time.* |

Descriptive accounts of hou; teachers use their school time ha\we been
approached from a varlety of perspectives. The most common approach
has been to re;?ort the amount of ’tirne devoted to various ;:urricular areas.
Teache;-s ‘are in fact often required to account.for their time usage in this
manner in order to verify that they have met minimum standards set by
admjnistrators. )

While constraints and guidelines exist for. how the available time will

be used, teachers have substantial freedom in how they allccate school time

.to varlous activities. District policies, teacher preferéncas and skiils, and

pupil characteristics all influence the decislons made-by the teacher. but it

*This paper was wr:tten while the author was supported by NICHHD train-
ing grant ‘IT32H D07173~01.
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" is the implementation of the decisions through actual classroom activities

. the kind of educational actlvities in which children participate and {2) that

" Researchers in this area of study consisténtly find substantial variabllity

5

13

- EEE N

that will influence students.

. All too often when examining the impact of ."school" on student &
achievement, educational researchers have assessed the relatl_bnship be-
tween general .factors, such as district curriculum and policy ‘and school
organization, or idiosyncratic factors, such as a teacher's education or
personality. Yet such factors cannot directly influence student achieve-
ment. They can merely influence the kinds of activities th:at occur in the

classroom. It is only the activities themselves that can ultimately influence

]

learning.
In this paper, three major topics will be examined. First the litera-
tur-e—wh:chAooks_auh&_a:noum_ouhne_smdeMS_span;Lm_s&hg_oJ_mll be .

dlscussed. Educational researchers are beginning to examlne two seem- o

ingly obvious aspects of learning: (1) that the amount learned depends on

00

the more time children spend in an activity, the more they will learn.

in the amount of schooling that students in different schools receive.

Ed

l! |' |. - = -

Further, thls bociy of literature indicates that even when using a measure

- 4

as gross as the number of hours children are _‘physically present in a

L0

school building to index thelr “education," investigators find a positive

relationship between the quantity of “education and student achievement.

-9

While resgarch has shown that student achevement is related‘ to the

o~

amount of time devoted to academlc”activities, not surprisingly there is-a

stronger relationshlp between achievement and the amount of time children

£

are actively engaged in academlc activities and learning. Thus, teachers

not only have the responsibillty of providing children Wwith the opportunity

-
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to'learn, but must aiso seek to actively engage children in planned activi-
ties.

The second major section of this paper will examine the kinds of
activities that elementary schoo! teachers typically include in their class-
rooms. Teaching is not just conveying curricular conter;t; it is also decid-
ing how to parcel that content out for different pupils, in different
amounts :nd various fashions. Decisions must be made by the teacher
regarc!ing qrouping practices and the allocation of specific time periods to
certain activities. Few other jobs in our society exist in which one adult

has such responsibility for creating,{f@anaging, and dissolving a sequence

of activities for « group of individuals. .

A—substantial-number—of —studies—have—found—lawful—relationships- be

[~

5
.C

tween the format of school activities and the behavior of participants in

T

those activities. Three of the earliest studies to examine the relationship
betwe;n activity formats and student behavior- were conductec; by Shure
{1963) in a nursery schoc;l, by Kowatrakul (1959} in an elerﬁentary school ,
and by Edmiston annd éhaddock (1941} in a secondary school. More re-
cently, studies have been conducted by Bossert (1977, 1979), Grannis
(3978), Gump (1969}, a:nd Kounir‘l and his colleagues EKounin, 1970;
Kounin & Doyle, 1975; Kounin & Gump, 1978; Kounin & Sherman, 1979).

Demc'mstrat‘ion of a relationship between settings and behavior cleariy
is not new. Indeed, this relationship is the very basis of the field of
ecological psychology. What is most important about the relationship as it
appiies to school settings is that the kinds of behaviors found to relate to
éetting differences ar; the same behaviors crucial to gtudent achievement.
Specifically, research indicates that there is a clear relationship between

activity formats _and student involvement. Relationships have also been

iv
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found between the format of activities and student/student relationships.
Further, evidence is beginning to accumulate indicating that the manage-
&
. ta, g ¥ : s -
ment task faced by teachers also deﬁéhds, in part, on the kind of activity

~

operating In the classroom. Y

-

The flnal section of *this paper will examine two of the major manage-
ment issues faced by classroom teachers: (1) the management of the
transitions between activities and (2) the development and implementation
of teaching plans. Once the teacher has §tarted an activity, cﬁ%dren will
generally behave in ways that‘are consistent -with the dernand\'s of the
activity. The management tasks =n:)f orchestrating transitions and formulat-

L
ing plans have been selected for discussion since It is felt that, while both

w

of—these—teaching-tasks-get little_attention in the educational literature, it

-~

o

.:is during the planning, beginniﬁg. and termination phases of activities
, .

that teachers have the greatest potential to ensure that children become
engaged in activities that will be both personally and educationally satis-

fying expériences .

L
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I. USE OF TIME IN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS | .
4 -~
, 3
® Quantity of Schooling

.

The amount of time pupils spend in school tan be specified i‘n"te;-rné .

of the number of days in the school year and.the number of hours in the

o

school day. This quantity, whick specifies the amount of time schools. are

expected to be in session, has been termed the nominal quantity. of school-

I 4

~

ing by Harnischfeger and Wiley (1976).

\ . :
of days in the school -year is roughly equal .across schools, according to

, the 1972 __gest of Educational Statistlcs, the average length of the school

‘year |n the United " States does vary across states by approximately 6%
(cited in Wiley & Harnischfeger, 1974).
There is substantially "rpore variability across schools in the length of

hY

the school day than there is in-the length of the school year (Jencks:

1972; Wiley, 1976). The typical school day lasts 6 hours with an hour

lunch break. Stallings (1975) found that the 'length of the school day

1

varies dmong schools by as much as 2 hours per day. Within schools,

“variation sometimes occurs in the amount of time older and younger chii- .

Ll
dren attend school, with older children being in school for slightly more

time each day than younger ones (Boré, 1980).
While the nominal quantity of schooling in.icates the amount of time

. &,
schools are scheduled to be open, the actual guantity of schooling is a

12

&

Typically, school is in scssion 180 days each year. While the number

P
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measure of the amount of time schools are actually opeh ( Harnischfeger &

Wiley, 1976). Inciement weather, parent boycotts and teacher strikes are

. ° some of_ the factors that can cause the actual quantity of schooling to be

Jess than the nornlnal quantlty of schooling. °

-

¢

. Because-of absences due to lilnéss or truancy, the number of days a
particular student attends ;‘.chool -.‘is of COI..!}I}‘.;E .often a|le|: tt‘wan the
nurnber of days the bulltling is open. The actual qy@yszf schooling {or
the' "average dally attendance"} for a Particular, »studenl? can be calculated
by cmultlplylr}g the‘number of hours in the schodl day by the number of
days that the particular child is ;n sgheol, Semz researchers have used
such average dally attelndanz:e ﬂgu;es to";alc'ulate the quantity of school-

ing, usin§ ‘the school as the unit of :analysis. _ Wiley .and Harnischfeger

{1974) found that within the Detroit publle schoois, this quantity ranged

* from 710 to 1,150 hours per year. In other words, students in some

DetrOlt schools recelved 50% rnore schoollng than did pupils in other

schools!

]

Relationship between, Quantity of Schooling and Learning

o

Obviously, the Guantity of schoollrgg to which students are exposed

varles greatly across schools. “The importance of this variability can ‘be

. asses‘sed from a number of studies that have examined the correlation

L

between quantity of schooling and achievement. Wiley and Harnischfeger

(1974} found a positive correlation between the guantity of schooling pupils

received (calculated from aVerag‘e dally attendance figures, length of
school day, and length of school- year) and student achievement in verbal
abitity, reading comprehension, and mathematics. Similarly, in her evalu-

ation. of 150 Follow ‘Tﬁrough! classrooms, Stallings (1975) found that the

13
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length o'f the school day was one of the variables_correlated with_achieve-

- -~ ., ment in both reading and mathematics.
Presumably, . the relationship between quantity of schooling and
achievement results from more time in school being rreiated to more time

allocated to and spent on academic activities. However, itis posEible that

teachers who have more available time do not necessarily use the:r time as

efﬂciently as teachers with less available time. One cannot safely assume

<

each extra hour a school is oﬁen‘;

w? While educational re§eaﬁehers have‘ not examined how the allocation of
school time to various acti:vities is affected by the total amount of time
available, research in other areas suggests that how much tlme an indivi-

dual spends to complete a task is affected by the amount of time availabie.

" For mstance, Gurkaynak (Note 1)} compared the way women working out-

side the home‘and w_omen not holding outside jobs used their time on

d
|
|
8
B
|
that students will be engaged in an extra hour of academic activities for
;«. L
|
|
|
|
domestic tasks. He found that while all women were engaged in similar "
. activities, the total ;ime spent by women who wo;-ked outside the home to
comple-te household ;’;:ﬁores was less than the time spent by women not
' holding other jobs.; These flndings are consistent with those presented by
. other researchers ;";:[Walker, 196;!). Gurkayﬁak also found differences in
how the two grou_;:s of women completed theif chores. As compared with
women holding Otjtside jobs, those v,romeﬁ only ;vorking within the home
re~entered setting;s more frequently and spent less time in each setting per

entry. This ﬂnjéiing suggests that women not working outside the home

. . may be more distractable and less efflcient than those who de hold other

jobs.
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In addition to the documénted var;iability_that exists in the quantity

of schooling different students receive, various schéduling of the school
year. may result in the same quantity of schooling, but with time being
distributed in different patterns. Schools that are open relatively few
hours per day could be open for more days each year, as compared with
. schools having relatively long school days and a shorter year. Both

schedules could e)vcpose chlldren to the same quantity of schoollng.

. Presentlay, we do not know how alternate schedﬁles resqlt%ng in the
_same dquantlty of schooling affect teachers and students. Educational

researcher; who have written on the quantity of schooling (Bennett, 1978;

Bloom, 1974, 1976; Carroll, 1963; Harnischfeger & Wlley, 1976; Wiley,

1976; Wiley & Harnlschfeger,.1974) have assumed that all hours the school '

is open are equivalent. This might not be a valid assumption.
For example, the way vacation days are distributed throughout the
school year could affert the way teachers and stulde'nts use school time.

While a schedule including three 1-week vacations could expose children to

the same number of hours of schooling as a schedule Including flve 3-day‘

holidays, whether these alternative schedules are equivalent in terms of
how .time is employed by'teééhers and student?;’has yet to be assessed.
M;Cf:y (1959}, in a discusgion of the Impact of holldays on wc;rk activitles
In businesses,‘_ poin‘ts out that not only is. time lost on the days a business
is closed, but that time usage Is affected during days r'»rlor to the vacation
. (due to anticipation and preparation for the- holiday), as well as during
days subsequent to the vacatlon (as_employees "recover" from holiday

actlvities), , Holldays probably have similar effects on teachers and stu-

dents. Thus, If schools vary in the frequency with which they have -

vacatlons, schools that have wvacations more frequently n;ight lose more time

N 4
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-—-———-than-schools with vacations that occur less frequently. The consequences

of such variations can only be assessed by examining how students and

teachers make use of available time.

LY

Allocation of School Time

Within the constraints of the amount of time available, a child's in-
school time is allocated te various activities. In some educational settings,

pupils are free to choose how to aliocate their time (or portions of their

time). More commonly, however, the classroom teacher--working within

-

guidelines and/or constraints imposed by policies at the school, district,
state, or \federal level~~determines how‘eac_h pupil's time will be allocated.
Since the total amount of time is ﬁxed,_time aliocated for one activity limits
the amount of time given to other topics. A major part of a teacher's

h

decision making is how bhest to use the linited amount of time available.

In recent years, several research;ars‘ ﬁave detailed‘ _i:tc;w teachers
spend their til;le. In one such investigation, Rosenshine (1980) examined
how much time a sample of second-grade and flfth-grade teaclhers; devoted
to three kinds of activiéies: (1) academic activities {e.g., reading, mathe~
matics, science, soclal studies), (2) nonacademic activities {e.g., music,
art, storytime, sharing} and (3) nonins_r?E:-uctional activities {e.g., transi-
tions, class business). Rosenshine fouﬁd that the largest percentage of
time was -allocated to academic activities. These activities accounted for
57% of in-class time {or 2 hours and 15 minutes each day) for the average
second-grade student and for 60% of in-class. time (or 2 hours and 50
minutes) for the average fifth grader. Reading and language arts ac-

counted for most of the academic time, followed by mathematics and mathe-

matics-related activities.

\ -
-t
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-




While a majority of school time was allocated to academic activities,
substantial ponftions of the school day were spent in nonacaderni‘c and
noninstructional activities. Almost 25% of the in-class time {at both grade
levels) was allocated to nonacademic subjects such as music, a}rt,‘and
physical education, and almost 20% of the in~class time (approximately 45
minutes) was spentl in non_ir?structionai activities [waitiné after finishing an
assignment, class business, going to and returning from lunch_and re-
cess}. Other researchers using similar systerr;g_ to categorize School activ-
ities have obtained similar results (Bennett, Andreae, Hegarty, & Wade,
1980; Conant, 1974; "Gump, 1967).

Many available documents describe, by curricula’,‘both current and
historic time allocation in schools. Freguently, teachen‘_§ are in fact re-
quin;eu to account for their time use in this manne[,' belng told how rpuch
time they must devote, at a minimum, to each curricular area and being
required' to submit information to administrators to verify that these rnin;t—-

mum standards have been met.

More than 50 years ago, Mann (1928) conducted a survey of time

allocation in 444 American cities as well as performed a review of previous
time allocation studies. The oldest study located by Mar{n in which time
allocation by subject area was noted was a report of the Cleveland, Ohio,
Board of Educafian for the year 1855-1856. Other early studies of time
zilocation by subject area were ‘conducted by Payne k!905} and Hoimes
(19158}, ‘

Direct comparisons of findings of these early time allocation studies
and more recent studies are difficult t0 make because of inconsistency in

the categories used. Despite our inability to make direct comparisons, one

3

clear, _onsistent finding of these early studies as well as of studies con-

- | 17
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_ducted in recent years is that there is -substantial variation in the total

amount of time teachers allocate to each subject and to specific topics

within the subject.

School district policies often set standards for the amount of time to -

be devoted to a particular curriculum. Even in these situations, extremely

14

wide wvariations in time allotted to the curriculum have been found. For
example, Smith- (1977) examined the arnountaof time given to a specific
#social studies curriculum in fifth-grade classes within a three—county area
of. southern Maryland. She found that over a 100-day period; teachers
reported spending anywhere from 937 to 4,746 minutes on the curriculum.
In other words, some o.f these teachers spent five times the amount of time
on social studies than did other teac_hers!

Probably the most important study conducted in recent years regard-
ing the use of time in elementary schools is the Beginning Teacher Evalua-
tion Study (BTES). The BTES differs from earlier researcl: on aliocated
tirﬁe in several important ways; First, data wer‘e gathered from both
teacher logs and direct observation. This procedure is in contrast to most
earlier studies, in which either school or district records were used to
estimate allocated time, or in which teachers were asked to estimate in
retrospect how much time they had devoted to wvarious content areas.
Second, not only were teachers responsible for reco;-ding how they used
the time on a daily basis, but this information was 'recorde'd by each
teacher for six target pupils instead of for the class as a whole. Ob~
viously, recordin'g time allocation for specific students is more accurate

than recording it for an entire class, school,” or district, as previous
researchers have done. Time spent in activities can vary for different

students, even in the same classroom.

13




The BTES researchers were mainly concerned with instruction in

reading and mathematics, An important aspect of the data was that rather

in reading and mathematics activities, the researchers gathered detailed
information on speciflc topics covered within each qbntent area {e.g., oral
reading, compound words). Further, teachers were instructed to record
reading and rnathefnatic; activities participated in By th.e target students,
not just time spent in "reading:' or "mathematics" lessons. Clearly, just as
mathematics can be part of hsjéience activities, rn[uch reading can occur
during lessons devot?d to social studies, health, and other content areas.
Earlier studies did not recognize such overlap among curricular areas.

BTES data were collected for four separaté samples of students and
teachers (at two grade levels-~second and fifth) between the years 1974
and 1977: during two time periods within each year, and with relati\}ely
long data collection periods within each phase of the study. ° Results of
the study are reported in approximately three dozen technical-reports as

well as in a recent book summarizing the project (Denham & Lieberman,

1980} . .

In one presentation of the data collected as part of the study,
Fisher, Berliner, Filby, Marliave, Cahen,'and Dishaw {1980) focused on
the amount of time allocated to matheématics and reading in a sample of 25
secﬁnd-gr‘ade and 21 ﬂfth-gr‘afle classrooms. Very large differences in
time allocation w;er'e observed between gr'ad:a levels. For exarnple,' data
indicated that the average amount of time allocateq to mathematics in
second-grade classes varied from 25 ‘fo 60 minutes per day. In fifth-grade

reading, the average amount of time allocated varied from 60 to 140 min--

utes per day. Time allocation also varied for pupils within the same
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classroom. Further, within reading and mathematics, teachers differed in

the amount of time they allocated to specific skill areas. As Fisher and

his colleagues write,
For example, in one second-grade class the average
student received 9 minutes of instruction over the
whole school year in’the arithmetic associated with the
use of money. This figure can be contrasted with
classes where the average second grader was allocated
315 minutes per school year in the curriculum content
area of money. As another example, in the fifth grade
some classes received less than 1,000 minutes of in-
struction in reading comprehension for the school year
{about 10 minutes per day). This figure can be
contrasted with’ classes where the average student was
allocated almost 5,000 minutes of instruction related to,
comprehension during the school year (about 50 min-
utes per day)}. (p. 16)

Clearly, the data presented by Fisher and his colleagues indicate that
there is wide variability in the amount of time teachers allocate to reading
and mathematics and to the specific topics of content they cover. In
addition, these ﬁndings do not seem to be specific to Arne'rican schools.
Bennett (1976) four;d that in England, where there is no central control of
curricula, the amount of time teachers reported spending on English and
mathematics varied from 13 to 8 hours per week. Other British studies
support Bennett's findings (Ashton, Kneen, Davies, & Holley, 1975;

Bassey, Note 2).

Relationship between Allocated Time and Learning "

Il"he studies reviewed',' as well as many others, have found extreme
variation in lzhe amount of time allocated to different academic actlivities in
elementary schools. Generally, studies of the time allocated to the various
currim;lar areas have been conducted to assess the equality of educational
opportunity. Researchers who measured the amount of time allocated to

¢

various activities were primarily interested in this quaniity because of the
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belief that variation in allocated time is systematically related to variation

. in student achievement.

i

Part of "the BTES study included an examination of the relationship -

between allocated time and student achievement. Based on their analyses,

the BTES investigators concluded that the amount of time teachers allocaté,.

£

to Instruction In a particv:\;u r gontent area is positively related to student
achievem;nt in that conten&ea,(!:lsher et al., 1980),

Several wvother .researchers have measured  and, related to student
achievement the amount of content covered by teachers. Borg (1979)
conducted two studies in which the relationship between teacher coverage
of academic content and pupil achievement was examined. Several sigpiﬁ-
cant correlations (ranging up to .67) were obutalned between teacher cover-
age and pupil achlevement. These studies ther;efore suggest that the
amount of instruction in a given area, éither among classes or among

students in the same class, is related to the amount learned.

-

Student En gagement -

While researchers have been able to demonstrate-that a positive corre-

€

lation does exist between allocated time and achievement, clearly, many

N

factors in addition to allocated time influence learning. Carroll {(1963) was

L]

the first person to articulate a model of school learning in which time and

student engagement played major roles. - Carroll's basic thesis was. that the

\ degree- of learning is a function of the ratio of the amount of time a stu-

den}\spends on a task to the amount of time the student needs to master
the task.\._ Carroli identified flve factors thought to influence learning.
Three of thé\gctors (aptitude of the learner, the learner's ability to

”

understand the iné’tngcﬂon, and the quality of the instruction) are deter-
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minants of the time needed for learning. The other two factors {oppor-

»

tunity to learn and the learner's perseverance) are determinants of the

time spent in learning.

" One of the hypotheses implic;t in Carrcll's model of learning, as well
as in more recent extensions of'his model (e.g., Anderson, 1976; Bloom,
1974, Harnischfeger & Wiley, 1976), is that, other things being equal, the
degree of learning is a simple function of the améunt of time during which
the pupil engages actively in an academic task. in\ other .words, when
circumstances such as aptitudes and“ supporting conditions do not vary,

¢ ™
the more time students spend trying to learn, the more they will learn.

-

Relationship between Engaged Time and Learning

Subsequent to the publicéfi:::n of Carroll's (1963) model of school
learning, many educational reseérchers have examined the relationship
between the amount of time spent learning and student achievement. Block
a&d Burns (1976) reviewed some: of this research and concluded that the
greater't’he‘elapsed study time apd the greater the proportion of that time
actually spent in learning, the gréater the achievement. Engaged time has
been found to be ‘E;on{sistently a better predictor of learning than elapsed
time (Bloom, 1976; Brophy & Evertson, 1976; Stallings & Kaskowitz, 1974).

. Most studies that have tested Carroll's model of Iearnin‘g have been

correlational studies. While these studies indicate that there is a positive

correlation between learning time and achievement, they of course do not

allow statements of causality. to be made. However, in the few studies in
which academic learning time was manipulated experimentally, researchers
have found that by increasing academic learning time, achievement may be

improved. At this point, it appears that -one of the simplest ways to

22

Lv




<
<

p

T
g

{ The Modification of Time-on-Task ’

# * " +

-

-..16..

increase the amount learned is to increase the amount of time spent en-
gaged with the material to be learned. /0

o

- T T —One way-—to-increase-the-amount-of -time; children_spend_engaged w;ith

academic material is, then, simply to allocate more time to such rnaterlal.
Yet {there is a limit to how much change can accur in a!lc_)cated time; fac-
tors already diséussed (such~;‘s\ the length of the school/jaay and policies
s:;ecifying time to be spent) affeEt how teachers sallo‘t schoolc time. Fur-
ther, some educators have expressed concern over the possibility that
increasing instructional time could Ieacl‘i"lto boredotn ‘and- thus to less ‘stu-
geqt engagement. )

A second way to incre?se academic time is to optimize the use of the
school day. Students do not spend the total time-allocated for a particular
pursuit actively engaged in that pyrsuit. During pa;t.of this allocated

£

tirne students may be distracted by other pupils or -external events, may

be Interrupted from the task by the teacher, or may simply be uninter-

ested in the task and thus not attend to it. A major chalyg/ faced by

teachers is keeping students engaged in learning activities?

Whether or not a particuler child is "on-task® during a formal Iessen
and ‘.t‘he percentage of children In a class on-task during lessons .have been
popular variables in educational researn'?/ for many years, beginning with
the work of Morrison in the 1920s (Morrison, 1925)}.

During the late 1960s, when the' principles of behavior modlfication
began to be used in classrooms, researclhers used student on-taskness® as
a common behavior to be modified. Most often in these studies, teachers

were trained to use their attentlon to provide differential consequences to

students in order to reduce off-task and to increase on-task behavior
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(Becker, Madsen, Arnold, & Thomas, 1967; ,.Broden, Bruce, Mitchell,
Carter, & Hail, 1970; _Hall, Fox, Willard, GColdsmith, Emerson, Owen,

Davis, _& Porcia, 1§7];'_Harris._ﬁo_l_f, _&_Baer, 1964; Lates, Egner, &

McKenzie, 1971; Madsen, Becker, & Thomas, 1968; Thomas, Becker, &

~

Armstrong, 1968). ) “

in ciassroom research, student on-task behavior has generaily been
operationalized in tt;rrns of the child's overjt\orientatiOn (visual. and bodily)
to the task stirnulus' (e.g., book, teacr.wer. film), and observer religbiiity
has not been a rn;!thodological problem. -The definition of whether or not a
child is l'on"' or "off' task is usu‘ally flexible enough to accommodate the
variogus ta;k;s children enc;:)unter _dt.Jring the. _Itypical school day. For

example, during a reading, lesson, reading in one's reader is on-task; this

o

same nondisruptive behavior would not be considered on-task during a:

math or science lesson.
L “

In most studies of this type, resear_*cheré use a two-category system

{on-task versus off-task) and generally assume that students are on-task

-as—long as they- are not engaged_in_.any inappropriate behaviors. ..Such_

systems might overestimate the percentage of time students are on-task in

@

a manner biased for particular acti;\/ities. For tasks that reqguire cognitive

rather than behavioral responses (e.g., listening to a .record és opnosed

to making a valentine), whether or not a child is truly on-task is more
diffim;lt to ’asse-ss: "Good and E.;oeckerrnan (1978) used a four-category
coding scheme ("deﬁnif:eiy involved," '"definitely not involved_,'; can't
tell," or "misbehaving") to record student behavior, finding that rpupil
involvement was easier to classify (i.e., iess "can't teils") during periods

of seatwork than during times wnen the teacher was talking or working

with the whole class.




Most researchers who measure student er}g’a'gernent find that children
are often off-t.;-;sk. Filby, Marliave, and Fisher {1977} observed pupils

over a 7-day period tg_deterrnine the pefcentage of allocated time the

e — - —— —

pupifs actually . spent on-tdsk. Acros/s/classes, students averaged 50%
. eng.agernent but showed variations from 37 to 74%. Th‘e within~-class varia-
tions were even more marked, ranging from 20 to 29% and from 90 to 100%.
Behavior modifiers have been successful in getting children to in-
crease their ra}:es of attention and to decreagiiyﬁ-ipriate, diérup‘tive
behavior. These programs of applied resear-t-:h were presumably imple-
mented for two reasons--to increase the chiid's opportunity to learn and to
achieve order in the classroom. Winett and 1Winkler (1972) nave criticized

. ¥

this, lim‘a“of research for reinforcing students fo‘r being docile, arguing
' that American schools are already too regimented and students too docile.
' jHowever, .in light of the correlational ﬁnciings of the refationship between
attention and acigaie\gernent,_ the goal .of increasing children's attention *fo
tht;ir work should not be dismissed. an:ther, in American schools, teach-
,er_s_are. judged not only by their teaching ability but also__l_by____their__man-
agement $kills and ability to maintain an orderly classroom. The control of
misbehavior is qa major concern of teachers, principals, and parents
(Gallup, 1975). Not only are teachers ‘;valuated/ by others on how- well
they are able to control their stx;dents' attenti'on, teachers often evaluate
“their own performance in terms o‘f/‘how vrell ?ifdren attend .to the task .
{Applegate, 1969; Doyle, 1979; Jackson,/l'968; “Yinger, 197?).
Doyle [197§) has recently(-argued tl‘wat gaining the involvement of
studenl':s, or at a rr;inirnurn eliciting their cooperaiiog-, |s the EEE.: concern
of teachers. Apparently, this is even 'rno!-e important to many teachers

‘ than the academic .achievement of students per se. Researchers concerned
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with the processes involved in teacher planﬁing have collected data indicat-.

ing that pupi! involvement is the most important criterion used by teachers

- -—in"—judgiQgHtHe—aaequacy—,of—/their—plans—boj:tl_?efore they.are actually imple-

mented and following completion of the lesson (Yinger, 1977).

While some educators might question the value of making evaluations

of teachers and students on .the basis of measures of student involvement,
S RN ’

using engagement as a criterion for edgéational quality and holding high
involvement as an objective to achieve seems reasonabie. . While it might

perhaps be argued that students can easily learn to "look" .involved, and

3 -

that using inPolvement as an objective can foster docil.ity.and compliance
among students, e¥idence has alrcady been presented in this; paper estab-
lishing that the amount of time students are actively engaged with learning
materials is a reliable and significant predlctor of student achievement.
Thus, it. seems crucial for educational researchers to understand the many

factors that influence the amount of tirn_ev students spend involved with

Ll
Py ~. -

learning materials and to be able to suggest ways for teachers to maximize

[}

this time, s~ - — — ~

Sometimes observers consider children to be off-task when on closer

&

examination it is the lesson that is actually off-task, not the children.
Kounin and Doyle {1975) delineated the following five occasions when a
lesson could be off-task: (1) the lesson's being st“allecti, (2) childr‘en
completing the lesson ahead of time, (3) children waiting for distribution
of props or directions from the .teacher, (4} an outside signal lag, or (5)

5

"overdoneness" f{i.e., dweiling on an issue.by engaging in action or talk

that exceeds a polnt necessary for most pupils' underétanding or induce-

ment to act}. In all of the above _si'tugtions, signals for behavior ceayr//

.are unclear. When trying to intrease the amount of time childfrén spend in
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school engaged in academic activiti€s, teachers mu-t thus attend to °
- whether lessons aré operating to their. full potential as well as, try to
induce the maximum amount of attention. from students.
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Several researchers have examined student attention in contrasting

“curricular areas and have found that students are more_on=task during—

instruction in certain content areas than they are in others. Most re-
searchers who have found rélationships between 1’sl:udenl: attention and the
content of instruction explaln such differences in terms of qualities of ~l‘:.he
content--tl-\at some contents are more "novel," “interesting,f' or "challeng~

ing"® than others. Instead of relying on such explanations, other re-

searchers have examineéd the ways in which teachers present various kinds ‘

-

of information .t; students. Once examination of format differences are
included in interpretations of differences in attention, it appears that it
might as easily".be ,.the format of the lesson as the content of the lesson
that _conﬁtrots the attention of students.
Probably the most important contributi?ns in this area have been made
'by Stodolsky and ‘her colleagues (Stddolsl(y; Ferguson, & Wimpelberg,
1981; Stodolsky‘,‘. 1979, 1981}, Stodo!éky (1979} compared student
attention during social studies and mathematics. She found that, overall,
students we:'e slightly more- attentive in social studies segmer;ts than in
mathematics segments. Stodolsky (1979) furtl:ier exahined the ' relation-
ship between student attention anu lesson format, finding ‘that students

were hightyv Involved during audiovisual lessons, contests and games, and

’ 23
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tutoring lessons, and were less involved during discussions, student

e -
reports in social studies, and when correcting work in mathematics. P

) Most irnpt_)rtantly, Stodolsky (1979, 1981) found that contrasting
lesson formats were not‘randomly‘distributed across social studies and
mathematics “lessons, but instead were used differentially to present these
contrasting types of content. Mathematics and social studies lessons

.differed both with respect to the overall distribution of lesson types used
and _also_in"_the_length. of the_lessons. There was_more_variability in the

“lesson formats used by teachers in social studies than in rnai:hernatics. In
addition, seal:\r\nfor‘kn'r occurred much more _frequently and tenaed to last
longer in rnathernatic}s than in social stuﬁies; Recitations also occurred
more frequently in mathematics !:han in social studies, but social studies
- recitations were somewhat longer and more variable in length than were
‘mathematics recitations. e *

In a recent si:udy, Stodolsky et al .‘ {1981) compared the way teachers
organized._recitation; in mathematics and in social studies‘, finding qualita~
tive differences in the organization of recitations in ‘the two different
content domains. For exampie, in social studies, recitations were almost
always participated in by the whole class, while in mathematics they in-
volved less than the whole class about one fourth of the(l time. In social

studies, recitations consisted primarily of "straight! question-and-answer

sessions, lessons in which children took turns reading orally one at a

-

time, or an interstpersing of these two formats. _In mathematics., there was
a notable amount of activé problem solving on the part of the students
during recitation. Children 6ften‘wrote and solved problems at their
desks or at tht;.. blackboard, and students ;fvere frequently called on to

explain their work. Ad‘érns and Biddle {1970}, using data on mathematics
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and social studies classes at the sixth~-grade Ie;rel‘, similariy found that

students were more active in their responses in mathematics than in social

L4

studies. - ]

The findings of Stodolsky and her colleagues clearly indicate that -
teachers vary the way they organize instruction‘in different curricular

areas. Thus, when interprating the results of studies_that demonstrate a

relationship between student time-on-task (or any other behévior) and the

content of instruction, it is_iml:;ortant to examine the type of activity

format used to communicate the content information.

The Format of Lessons

4

| .

The most common approaches to studying the relationship between

activity formats and the behavior of participants have been either (1) to

*

select one particular lesson format, such as recitation, and t‘o' examine it in
denth or (2]} to compare behavior in ciiffgrent types of lessons-~such as
recitations, seatwork, or peer-tutoring s;i'i:uat;ons.

While it might seem that there would be an almost endless variety of
lesson types-to compare, researchers who have used this approach have
argued that i.n practice only a few teaching formats are used. For in-

stance, Jackson {1968} has written that

Despite the diversity of subject matter content, the
identifiable forms of classroom activity are not great in
number. The labels: "seatwork," "group discussion,"
“"teacher demonstration,” and "question-and-answer
period" (which would include work "at the board"},
are sufficient to categorize most of the things that
happen when class is in session. "Audio-visual dis-
play," "testing session," and "games" might be added
to the list, but in most elementary classrooms théy
occur rarely. (p. 8)

Researchers ~ have confirmed Jackson's claim, documenting that in

3
| 1.
q.

American elementary schools, three instructional formats certainly dominate
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‘the ciassroom: recitati‘ons, se€atwork, and small~group instruction, par-
ticularly the reading circle (Adams & Biddle, 1970; Dunkin.&¢ Biddie, 1974;
Hoetker & Ahlbrand, 1969; Gump, 1967). In fact, it could be argued
that there are only two dominant formats: recifation and seatwork, with
small;g;‘c-:up instruction merely being a variation of the recitation format.

Analyses of the Recitation Format

The type of lesson that ha: received the most attention over the

. ’ - -
- . - -
l

years is the recitation method. While the literature on recitation wili be
reviewed briefly here, several historical analyses. of the format.are avail-

able for the interested reader (Hoetker & “Ahlbrand, 1969; Stevens, 1912;

Thayer, 1928).

Recitations are characterized by¢ teacher-directed group activity.

During recitations, the teachei’ is continuously engaged in directing and

quest!onfﬁg the students. Children typically raise their hands to respond

to the teacher's questions and. answer the Qquestions pnly after being
récognized by the teacher. Student work is continuously supervised
during recitations. Typically, 'all students in the group work on a siﬁgle
task. There is no studentﬁchoice of task, partners, process, or product.

interestingly, Thayer (1928) states that recitations were first intro-
duced into American schools as a progressive reform, making it possible
for a teacher to deal with many stu;ignts. Previously, each student had

recited the entire lesson individually at the teacher's desk. Thayer ex-

plains that group recitation was used by the teacher 2s a sampling proce- .

dure: Through recitations, teachers could estimate student learning by
asking each student a random sample of questions.

i
Contrary to the original purpose of recitations, today, at least in

- elementary schools, recitations are fréquently used with small rather than

31
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large groups of students, particularly during reading but also during

mathematics. When used with a small subset of the <class, instead of as a

large-group instructional method, recitation becomes more like the indivi-

dualized teaching method it was originally designed to replace. Research
has additionally indicated that when recitations are used with the entire
class, students are _rlg_g' s*a"ndomly' calied upon to answer questions. In-

-

stead, it tends to- be the higher achievers who answer a disproportionate

number of the .teacher's questions (Bossert, 1979}).

M e M SN EENSESERDE TG EN

“Most of the studies that have been done regarding instruction during
recitations have focused on the verbal behavior of teachers and students

during this lesson format. Studies have been conducted in elémentary as

" well as in secondary schools and in many different content areas. - These

studies unambiguously document that during recitations, the verbal pace of
the lesson is generally very rapid. During the typical recitation in a
secondary school, teachers as:k an average of two questions per minute
{Bellack, Kliebard, Hyman, & Smith, 196'6; Pepoon, 1926; Stevens, 1912),
Stevens (1912) found this rapid pace to be equally true of recitations in
history, science, mathematics, foreign languages, and English. -

During r;citatié)ns, rno.sl': teachers actively try to avoid periods of

silence. By using students who are likely to have '"correct" answers and

who are likely to be able to respond r;lpidly, the teacher is able to -achieve

this goal. This goal might seem reasonable in light of the research of

Kounin and Doyie (1975) establishing that misbehavior is most likely to

occur when there is a lag in the continuity of the lesson. Unfortunately, '

rl

while the avoidance of pauses rnigﬁ't'reduce misbehavior, there is a grow-
ing body of literature convincingly demonstraiing that students learn more

when teachers increase the amount of time they wait between asking a
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_nefersﬁfo all activities that c‘hildren do when working alone (e.g., reading

~-26~

question and selecting a studen‘t to answer t_he question’. For example,
Tobin (1980} conducted an experiment fn which the length of time teaéhers
paused during scienc‘; lessons was manipulated. He i’oupd that students
learned more when teachers had a "wait-time"” that averaged 3.1 seconds

than when the wait-time lasted an average of only .7 seconds.

\

Analyses of the Seatwork Format

Rosenshine (Note-‘3}_ reported that elementary school students spend

about one-third—of—their time in teacher-led-settings--{i.e.,-large-group —— —

instruction, small~group instruction, or individualized instruction) and

over two-~thirds of their time in seatwork. Seatwork as deflned here

a book, doing computational problems, reading selections and answering

e it

questions, practicing alone on material tau.ght' in teacher-led sétfings}.

Rosenshine {1980) found that students spent about 66% of thelr time doing

seatwork during reading. and 75% of their time doing seatwork during

[

~
. ' o . - °
. i B N N .

mathematics. For most of the remaining time during reading and mathe-
matics, students participated in either a whole-class or smail-group recita-
tion. Rosenshine reported that, overall, students were engagec’i during
843 of the time during recitations but only 68% of the time during‘seat-
work. Further, when a large proportion of allocated time was spent in

seatwork {e.g., 90%),‘engagernent was reduced, particularly in mathemat-

ics. Other researchers have similarly found that extended periods of

seatwork lower student involvement, particularly among low achievers

{Good & Beckerman, 1978; Stallings & Kaskowitz, 19711; Soar, Noté 4},

While educational researchers have tended tc.' devote more of their

research efforts to the study of r"ecitations than to analyses of seatwork,

and have conducted extensive investigations of patterns of teacher/student
33
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interaction, the reality is that students are spending most of their day in
seatwork activities and that they are less engaged in seatwork than in -
recitations. A major concern for future studies therefore should be learn-

ing how to increase student engagement during periods of seatwork.

Relationship between Activity Format and Behavior

In a recently completed study, Bossert [f977, 1979, Note 5) explored
over a 2:-yea|; period the effects of various "task organizations" (i.e.,
activity formats) in third-grade and fourth-grade classes. Bossert found
that teachers tended to rely on a few aétiv'ty formats, concluding that
three task organizations dominated these classes: recitations, class-task’
activities, and multi-task activities. These same\three patterns of task
organization have also been observed by other researchers (Edenhart-
Pepe, Hudgins, & Miller, 1981}, - |

The activity pattern |abeled class-task by Bossert consist§ of small
groups and/or individuals working on various aésignments. Most often the
task is assigned by the teacher, althoygh sometimes students have the
option of selecting their own tasks and/or partners. There is some peer
collaboration during class-tasks, but the teacher does not continuously
supervise the students’ work.

Similar to class-tasks are multi-tasks, which also involve the inde-
pendent work of in'di'viduals' or small groups. In multi-task activities,
students have more choice in organizing and completing their work than in
class-tasks..‘ Furthier, as compared with class-tasks, there are more varied
assignments occurring simultaneously during muiti-task activities. As i‘n
class-tasks, during multl-tasI'(s the teacher does not continuously supel;vise

-

the students' work.
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While Bossert used three task organizations to describe the activities

he observed, two of the organizations, class-task and multi-task activities,

-

seem quite sirpilar'. Both are merely variations of the more generic pattern
of school activities most o.ften_ termed “seatwork." .Bossert's work, then,
is a further confirmation of earlier studies demonstrating that recitations
and seatwork are the two dominant activity formats in elementary school
..lassrc;oms. . _

- During the first year of Bossert!s study, -two-_third=grad€ teachers
who taught in the same elementary school partici;{ate.a in the investigation.
They were selected for their reputations of being good teachers and of
or’ganizing their classroms Quijte differently from ea;:h other. During the
second year o;' the study, Bossert continued observing these same two
teachers (who now of course had new groups. of students} and began t9
observe two fourth-grade teachers <In the same school, who again were
selected for their reputations of being good teachers using contrasting
task organizatic_)ns. Bossert .was able to obta?n thg cooperation of the
school principal and the children's parents such that childreq who had
been observed during the third grade were fairly randomly assigned to the
two ofc')urth-gra'de teachers. _Thus, some children had teachers in tht; third
and fourth grades who organized their‘ class quite similarly, while other
children had contrasting experiences during these 2 years.

While all of the teachers Bossert observed used all three kinds of
task organizations as part of their teaching, at each grade level one of the
teachers could be characterized as using primarily -recitations, while the
other teacher could be characterized as using an organization based pri-~

marily on class-task and multi~task activities. Thus, Bossert was able to

contrast task organizations both within classes and across classes. Fur-
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ther, for- the third-grade teachers and the children who were in third
grade during the first year of the study, comparisons were able to be
made for a 2-year period.
Bossert found a relationship between task organization and the degree
of teacher control.

While some, teachers clearly were more 'controlling"

than others, Bossert found that when comparing the same teacher in

different classoom situations, all teachers were more controlling in recita- -

tions than in other formats. _Traditionally, a leader’s behavior s seen as

a consequence of either the individual's personality or certain learned

administrative skills. Bossert's study provides evidence that "leadership

style'--in this case the teacher's degree of control over classroom events—-

may be related at least in part to the organization of instructional tasks.
The initial choice of tasks may reflect a teacher's predeliction for certain
types of control, but once chosen, the exigencie.s of the task structure
influence £he types of control a teacher exercises.

Bossert also found that the organization of the task influenced the
sanctions that teachers used. buring recitations, teachers used quick and
impartial sanctions (usually ”a verbal 6r visual ‘desist) to control their pu-
pils. In addition, they tended to sanction rigorously every viglator of

Bossert attributed this result to the fact that since

-

recitations rely on the teacher as the main initiator of the activity, the

classroom rules.

entire class comes to a halt, at least in terms of instruction, when the
teacher leaves the controlling pos;itign to deal with an individual child.
Inapproprilate behavior rnus't therefore\‘bg dgalt with quickly so that the
recitation can proéress. Bosser@ felt th.ait\it was primarlly the "publlc-
ness" of recitations that made teachers be irr\ip\artial and consistent. Dur-

Ing multi-task activities, teachers can provide s‘pecial treatment to indivi-
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dual éupils without threatening the jural.order of the classroom. This
situation is the case because such treatment is less visible to others when
pupils are working separately than w!;en they are working as a group.

Whén students w'ith-gi-_fferent aptitudes are engaged in a common task,
some student's will eit!;er finish or demonstrate competence soonér than
others. The teacher thus faces a-rpanagerial task of what to do with these
students. Keeping !:hese" students: in the Ie’sson, \partic;llarly if it is ;
re_itation or discussion, may facilitate™the teacher's work, for thege stu~
;enﬂts:_;:_an contribute to the activity and serve as standards for the rest of”
the group. On the othér hand, bored students may disrupt the activity
or at least decrease the 'teacher's ability to maximize the time spent with
the poorer students.

Dahloff's (19?1) work on recitation and large-group activities indicates
that rnan;f teachers pick a “criterion steering group,® referencing progress
to the achieveﬁent of the 20% of t'h'e class located roughly in the rni;.ldle.
Students who learn faster than ‘l‘:his group must wait or receive other
assignments; those who learn more slowly may never -have' the opportunity
to grasp the material. -

The format of ciass activities also influenced the way in which teach-.
ers in Bossert's study provided assistance to students. Some of the
teacher's Bosseﬂ:j observed provided the top performers with extra assign=
ments, with the int:antion of then being able to provide the group of '
studerits who required additional help with more attention. Paradoxically,
this form “of rnan%gernent resulted in the top performers' receiving mure

teacher attentlon than did the other students. Between the time spent

explaining the extra assignment, helping the students begin it, and an-~

swering questions during the work, the teacher allocated more than the
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average amount of assistance to the top performers. The fact that these
si:udents had instruction paced at a higher rate and received more help
with their work seemed to bols-ter' their achievement. Bossert (1979) found
that high achievers also received more attention than low achievers during

1

recitation. Low achievers received the most aid during muiti-task activi-

ties.

Bossert {1977, 1979, Note 5) fount;i that peer reiationships were aiso
influenced by the task organization. In classes d:rninatéd by recitations,
academic per'for'mancg played an important role_in the children's éssess-—
ments of themselves and their peers. Performance was stated as a criter-
ion for frieﬁdships, and fr:iendship cliqueg generally contained only chil-
dren achnev;ng at sirnllar' levels. Bossert hypothesized that because the
structure of recutation makes task per'for'mance both visible and contingent
on others: per'formances, pupiis know " one another‘s‘achievements and.
failures / become concerned about their relative achievements, and evaluate
each other in terms of cbmrnon per'for'mance criteria. The resulting aca-
demic stratlficatton fosters competitive relations and stimuiates associations
within achzevernent groups. By contrast, in cgssroorns which had few
group activities and relied Iargejy on lndtwdu?/zed and small-group pro-
jects {rnultt-task organized classes}, mter'per'son?l assessments rarely were
based on task performance, and the children did{ not select fr'iel_‘\ds accord-
Ing to their academic standing in the class. llr‘l these classes, task per-
formance was iess visible than in the recitation format, largely independent

of others' performances, and generally noncomparable.

Patterns of peer choices among the children who experienced different

~ classroom task organizations indicated that cooperative and competitive peer

relations were not linked tn the children's personality characteristics.
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Pupils who participated in competitive peer networks in their recitatioh-
dominated third-grade class became less competitive and chose friedds
- without regard for achigvernent level 'in the multi-task organized fourth-

* grade class (and vice versa). It appears that to the extent that task

~

\ performances are visible, comparable, and clearly linked -to classroom
o .

3
-

rewards, children will choose friends on the basis of academic status.

& . . ) ) .
Characteristlcs of Lesson Formats

—_

- -

[

Bossert (1977) uséd five characteristics to describe;'.the ways the

1

— -
&

three task orgarnizations varled: size of the work group, number of dff:

Ll

ferent tasks, amount of pupil choice in.organizing tasks, "publicness" of
task performance, and cbrnparability of perforr:lance. Similar character~ |
istic.sl have been found to affeci perforrrlahce and employee relationships in
industrial settings (Blau, 1955: Borgatta & Bales, 1953; Homans, 1950;

Sayies, 1958, Woodward, 1958}.

’ .

<

While Bossert used five characteristics of school activities tosexplain ~
his resu_l‘ts, clearly differences exist arn-ong‘ these three task organizations
other than those identified by Bossert. Such differehnces include the kind
of response {equired by the task, objectiveness of the response, and role’
of the teacher. If recitations are compared with both class-task and

¢ . : Lo
multi~task activities, other major differenceés between activity structures

3

&

. emerge: oral versus written manipulation response format, private versus .

"

pubiic responses, teacher versus pupii control of pacing, centralized

-

versus decentralized control, interdependent-versus independent relation~

'ships, immediate versus delayed feedback. All df these characteristics,

and others, potentially have important consequences for both pupils and

teachers.
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Furthér-, Bossert did not try to locate. variations of eai;h lesson vfdr-
ntet, nor did he specify the attributes‘ of the particular .olesson. In a
research project conducted by GTJmp (1967}, such cornparisons were
po‘ssi'ble. Gump catalogued the activities entered in by f.hird-grad.e st~
dents throughout the school day, using a variet)'r of characteristics to
describe the -format of each \éetivity. One of the characteristics *Gump,
used for categoriiing the activity was tt?e concern of thg segment (e.g.",
reading, mathematics, story time). The concern of a segment as defined
by this investigator does not describe the fo'rm:at of the segment but
merely indicates its purpose. Guer_np‘also used five cha!*actec:istics to
degcribe the pattern' of behavior that was .demanded b;/ the lesson format:
(1) -teac[ker leade‘rship pattern, (2} pupil/pupil relationsnip, (3) pacing,
(4} grouping, and (5) pupil activity. If “activity ﬁzatterns are observed
across different concerns, “then seven patterns account for' 67% of the
segments. : Three of the most predominant activity patterns identified by
Gump were variations of seatwork while six of the patterns gyv,ere variations
of the recitation format. '

L

The activity pattern which.occupied the most student time was one in
which the teacher was not actively in the segment and in which students
were working on a variety of academic tasks, aftending to their own mater-
ials, and proceeding at their own pace. Students spent over 291% of their
time in this one‘activit;f pattern. The second most dominant segment was
the reading cl'rcle, occupying 9% cf the scheol day. This format is charac-.
terized by the teacher‘s acting as a recutat:on ieader or dlrector of student
action, with students in an interdependent relatlonshlp wlth one another
and attending to class events. Pacing Is determlned externally, with per-
formance eccurring in a serial fashion, ' BN

{ . )




°Curnp also examined* the relationship between osegrnent qualities and

student involvement. He confirmed the findings of other researchers that

slgudents are on-task more during recitations than during seatwork activi-
ties. Researche;-':s 't’ypically explain this id!ffegence in attention as belng
due to the rolg of the teacher during these contrasting formats. Gump
was able to usg his category system to identify seatwork activities in which
the- teacher was pf*esent as well as seaiwork segn;ents in which the teacher
was not directly inv?lved. He found that the off-task behévior'of stu-

Cr

denlss in teacherzsupervised seatwork was not significantly different from
off-t'a\s‘k behavior r_nanifested during the seatwork segments that operated
when the tea‘gher wa§ busy elsewhere. Apparently, teacher supervision is
not the qfitical difference between seatwork and recitations Ehat corres-
ponds 16 differences in student“attenotion.

Another segment qualjlzy related !:o student involvement e>£arnined by
Gump was wl‘ht;r the aétivity invoI\;ed the whole class or only a pordon
of the clatss.ﬁ Stuc‘ients were signi’ﬁgantlytmore involved drjrlng smali-group
activities than‘during large~-group activities. Two other characteristics of

L

lessons that ‘have been studied are what Kounin and Gump (1974) have

te\rrned'the Ysignal system" of -lessons .and the -pacing of lessons,'to be’

<
L]

discussed in the following two sections. .

.The Signal Systems of Lessons ~

<

The theory of lessons as signacli systems (Kounin 8 Gump, 1974}
maintains “that’ chilc;renfs action's in a lesson aré' orlented, prodded, and
supported by the exterr.al provisiifns of that lesson. These provisions
include the comwunications of the teacher and the ;;ropS‘that go with the

lesson. Those provigions which signai the standirg pattern of behavior of

a_lesscin are labelled s igna xsterns. : N
o 47
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Kounin .and G;.Jrnp (1974} compared four types of lessons: (1) those

with a single, continuous source of signal emission {e.g., a teacher's

Y G5 OB B8 &8 8 A

“a

¥
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Feading to.the class or playing a record); (2) lessons with multiple, shift~
ing signal sources (e.g.. recitations or discussions, gl;oup projects); (3)
lessons with a continuous signal system, inh which one \action and its im-
mediate result provide the impetus and guidance for the next actit;n (e.g.,
individual construction projects); and (4) lessons with a continuous signal
for a single source, in "which the actions involved in the lesson produce

7

intense sLﬂfnﬂll (e.g., dancing, singing, ]urnplng]

'\.

Kounin and Gump (1974) found that the more continuous’ and un!ag-

ging the - provisions of a lesson, the greater was ¢he task involvement of

ﬁth&children.——The—mogt sticcessful léssons were lndlwdual construction

lessons. In these lessons, the signal system comes from the effects of
. .

one's own behavior exerted on continuously present materials. Kounin and

Doyle (1975) discussed the critical features of individual coastruction

lessons by providing the following example:

the teacher provides each child with scissors, paste, a
large sheet of paper, and magazine pages showing
pictures of food and instructs ‘each child to make a
collage of desserts. After a child begins such an
activity, the major and persisting external signals come
from the changing conditions of his materials. He
selects a picture, but it must be cut from the page;
once cut, it. requires paste; when paste is applied, it
needs- to be pressed onto the paper; the pages of
pictures signal to select another dessert, and so on.
A continuous—signal system occurs as one action and
its immediate result provide impetus and guidance for

®  the next action. (p. 160)

L.essons with a high i:.legree of continuity and freedom from gaps were [

moderately successful in involving children. Lessons employing the other
two types of signal systems were less successful. Kounin and Gump

reasoned that lessons with shifting signal sources were not successful in

2 . .
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involving children because of the absence of corftinuous sequencing and/or

&

because of thpir dependence upon potentially faltering inputs from other

-
'
i

‘children. On the other hand, lessons with intense stimuli, such as move-

ment or music performance, were vulnerable to high off-task behavior

v

because the props or actions were potentially intrusive.

The Pacing of Lessons

The variable of lesson pacing has been examined by Stodo!sky (1979,

1981]”bump (1967, 1959)‘. an. Srannis (1978). This variable concerns’

the personcwho is controlling the rate of work in a lesson. Stodolsky

(Note 6) examined the relative use of four kinds of pacing arrangements: .

pacing contrelled by the teacher, by the_student, by the teacher and

-~

I |-l Iu

students together- in a joint endeavor, and by students with one another,
She found that in rnatht;rnatics, 47% of the lessons were paced by the
teaCher, 40% were paced by the studént, and 10% were paced cooperatively
by groups of students. In social studies, #1% of the lessons were paced
by students working together, 378 by the teacher, and 16% by students
alone. These distributions of pacing for the two subject areas are, then,
significantly different. °_Stodolsky further found that cooperatively paced

lessons tended to last longer than those paced by the t:aacher and some-

-t

what longer than !:hose paced by students alone. %

Gump (1967, 1969) distinguished betvx;een two Kkinds sf pacing: pac-
ing accomplished by sources external to the child and pacing accomplished
by, the child. He found that students were more involved in externally
paced segments‘ (such as recitations but also inclt;ding other types of
lessons, such a~s singing In unison, doing exercises along with a record,
listening to a feacher relaa a story) than in segments in which students

s P L LT

controlled the pace of the lesson (such as seatwork).
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Grannis (1978) exa.nined the relationships among pacing, the consis-

__tency of other variables with pacing, and student involvement in a sample.

1

T
N

P
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of second—grade Follow Through cIassroorns He coded many features of

the iesson but paid particular attention to.four setting featJres.o pacing,
interaction between children, the nature of feedback available to children,
and the degree to which children had options regarding which activity
the‘y pursued. Grannis developed the idea of congruence or "fit" among
these aspects of the lesson structure. Lessons with maximum congruence
are’ those ir which all four setting features have the same !ocus of control -

(i.e., teacher, student, or jvint controi}. Grannis argued that when some

aspects of the settlng are controlled by the teacher and other aspects are

controlled by the students, or jointly by the students and the teacher,
maximum congruence does not exist and tension is crealed regarding ‘who
~—~is-truhr—'rﬁ—(:ontf‘oh—:I’hia‘—t:m'.c..r-idez-r-vhe—examined was that chiidren are more
involved in learning when the four setting features are congruent in terms
of locus of control than when the features are not congruent. Support for
this hypothesis was found: Children in the study were more involved in
the highly congruent lessons than in the less congruent lessons. Further
support for Grannis* congruency hypothesis comes from a study conducted
by Stodolsky (1979). She found that, particularly .in  mathematics
classes but also to a lesser extent in social studies classes, flfth-grade
children were more involved in lessons that were highly congruent than
they were in less congruent lessons.
The studies conducted by Grannis and Stodolsky were both correla-
tional, and thos causality cannot be inferred.ﬁ Examples of experimental
analyses consisteni with Grannis' Q‘nypothesis, although not designed as

tests of the hypothesis, are provided by the work of Doke and Risley
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'(1972), who examined the effects of different combinations of teacher or

learner initiation of activity with plentifulness or scarcity of learning

materials; by Fis;t;, Blackwél, Garcia, and Gr;né (_iéﬂl_], who
studied the effects of allowing students to choose the difficulty of arith-
metic problems In a coﬁputerassisted instruction format; and by Wang
(1974-75), who examined the effects of learner's choosing the tirne-of day

prescribed tasks would be completed.

The Structure of 'the School Day

Thus far, we have examnined the amount of time students and teachers
spend In school, how this time is allocated to various actlvities, and some
" .of the most common lesson formats used by teachers. As part of the

material already discussed, several aspects of the structural organization

__—of the school day have been alluded to but not yet discussed. For ex-

" ample, the finding has been mentioned that some activities are organized
for the whol.e class while others are engaged in by only a subset of stu-
de:ts. What are the other students doing during this time? A related
point concerns the flnding that teachers are actively engaged in some
'activities but are not' even a part of other activitles. Where are teachers
when they are not a part of the activity in question? Ancther finding not
expanded on earlier is that approximately 20% of the school day is spent In
transitions or .in c;ther' procedural activities. Why is -so much time spent

* this way, and how can teachers manage t,heir' time most effectively? An-
swers to these questions can be_pr'ovided in part by examining the struc-
ture of the school day.

Far more attentlon-has been giveﬁ to the specific activities teachers
Lse to fill school time than has been given' to how teachers structure the

. school day. Yet the structure of-the-school day_is important....Sthool. time

anl | 4{)
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is always divided into various "biocks." Never is the school day left

undifferentiated. Sometimes it is not the teacher who structures the time

i
]

"but the bullding principal or a schc;ol superintendent. Local or state -
regulation's may also play a part, This is the case, for Instance, in junior
and senior high schools. In junior high schools, senior hlgh schools, a:1d
institutions of higher education, the minimura number and maximum dura-
tion of segments are typically determined by administrators. Regardiess of
what the teacher will be teaching on a particular day, the same amount of

time is arbitrarily allocated to the activity. While teachers at these levels

-—

might be free to subdivide the given time block into smaller units, they

are not able to extend learning activities into a span of time longer than

1
|

the allocated time block unless special arrangements between teachers are
made.' With cooperation between teachers, two or more of the specified
time blocks- could be combined into a larger unit, but such special ar-
_ rangements are probably rare. Andersor{ and Brinlee (1982i recently
observed a sample of 18 seventh-grade mathematics classes taught by six
different teachers and found that often one S'egment occupied the entire
preset time period. Teachers in this study never combined two class
periods into one segment.

At the elementary level, the school day is not generally divided into
equal-size periods. However, even at this level, the structure of the
school day is preset for some teachers. For instance, physical education,
"music, and other elementary school tspecialists" are told into which blocks
of time their day will be divided. Again, ‘these constraints apply more to
the maximum duration of each time block rather than to the minimum dura-~
tion. Teachers are still free to subdivide tl;lis block of time Into smaller

units.

-----r




"~ For ‘most elementary school teachers, the structure of the greater
part of the school day is uqder their control. However. for some activi-
ties‘ the teacher must act (or.rqight,ch%se to act}‘ cooperatively with other
adults in the schedullng'of activities. <This wohld be the case in team-
teaching sitljatlons, as w'ell as in open-plan schocls. Obviously, teachers

who are part of a teaching team would have to work together when plan-

" ning the school day. ln‘open-pl‘an schools.’ even if teachers are not part

of a team, there is still a need for cooperation'in the scheduling of activi-
ties so that tj‘le' beginnin‘g énd ending of activities (particularly those
involving movement),.as well as M"quiet” and "noisy" activities, are syn-
cl;ronized between teaching areas (Gump & Ross, 1979}.

Certdin constraints affect how all teachers schedule the use of their

time (Yinger. 1977). For exampie, in most schools it is not up to the

classroom teacher to decide when to tchedule lunch or when to begin or

end the school day. The beginning and ending times of certain other

activities, as well as the duration of activities, are also sometimes deter-
mined for rather than by the teacher. Common examples of such activities
include tl'we teacher's planning time, school-wide assemblies, and the morn-
ing pledge.

Still another constraint on teachers' scheduling of the school day are
regulations regarding the frequency and duration of various academic
curricula. Little is known about how these constraints affect the teacher's
scheduling of activities or about differences among teachers in the schedul-
ing of the school day: However, ecological research on the structure of
behavior suggests that systematic differences among grbups of teachers

probably exlst. To date, the structures of behavior episodes and activity

seaments have been described. e
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Behavior Episodes |

A behavior episode, fully described by Barker and Wright (1955} and
by Wright {1967), is the smallest “ecological unit of an individual's stream
of behavior. The basic criterion used to identify episodes IS, that they

have a constancy in the direction of behavior exhibited thr'o'ughout the

unit. Basic guidelines for determining constancy of dlr'ectjon are the {

] individual.'s; prcsent physical position, a sensitivity to any éhanges that

6y !
& may occur in one's position, and assessment of whether the behavior is

consistent with and contributing to what appears to be the goal of the

]

eptsode. Two other cigﬂning characteristics ¢f a behavior qpisode are that

it occurs within the . normal behavioral perspectlve and that the whole
episode ‘has greater potency than any of its par'ts. Tl1e§e three criteria
have been used reliably to identify episodes in the str'ea;r':n of behavior of
normal children, physically disabled chiidren, children in a community in
the United "States, children in a ‘wommunity in Englar):d, and teachers.
Only the work of Scott (1977), who Ipoked at the bejhavior' episodes of
teachers, will be reviewed here. |

= Scott (1977) examined the episode structure of a small sample of

"effective” and "ineffective" preschool teachers during two common pre-

school behavior settings: morning gr'eeting.énd Iar'glge-group instruction.

The behavior of effective teachers could be differ‘éntiated from that of )

ineffective ones in both settings by at least three 'Ifactor's: (1} effective
teachers had fewer episodes that, reciprocaily, Ias":ted a longer period of
time (i.e., effective teachers were more able to sustain their behavior in a
continuous flow without interruption or:' change in direction than were less

effective teachers), (2) effective teachers showed more episodes ending in
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attainment of-their goais _tﬁan did ineffectiv;a ones, and (3) effective teach-
ers showed more positive and less negative emotional feeling tone in‘their
contacts with children. ,

Seyeral differences appeared in teachers' behavior as a function of
one particular behavior setting; there were many more differences between
groups of teachers in morning greeting than In large-group activity. With
respect to structure, during morning greeting effective teachers showed
more episodes lasting at least a minute and had more "enclosing episodes®
than did Ineffectlve teachers. - An enclosing episode is one such that parl':
of it overlaps with tlr;; whole of another. For:exarri'ple, a teacher who‘
handied overlapping episodes during morning greeting might briefly speak
to each child as th; child entered the room and simultaneousiy arrange the

materials that wouid be needed for morning seatwork. In contrast, inef-

»
fective teachers showed more isolated, single episodes than did effective

teachers. This pattern of nonoverlapping episodes is similar to the struc-

ture of behavior that BarKer and Wright. (1955) found to be characteristic
of younger rather than older children. Teacher effectiveness seems to
involve tihe ability to e.'.ustain a major ongoing behavlor unit in a continuous
stream while including other miﬁor parts of the ongoing unit so that they
all flow together as an organized whole’.

Two other differences appeared during morning greeting that were
soaﬁewhat weaker, but still Interesting. Effective teachers showed a higher
level of self-direction than did Ineffectlve teachers. They were more in
control of the situation as evidenced by thelr initiating cr terminating more
of their own behavior eplsodes than were initiated or termlnated by an
outside agent. Further, effective teachers us;ed more mechanisms to imple-

ment their behavior episodes than did ineffectlive teachers. . Three me-chan-
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isms were coded: verbal, signal, and physical contact. While ineffective

teachers frequéntly restricted their contacts with children to verbal ones,
effective teachers almost always used two, and ofter; all three, mechanisms
in one episode. Effective teachers abparently supplied the child with more
cues for behavior than did ineffective teachers.

Only one difference appeared as a function of the large-group activ-
ity. During this behavic;r setting, effective teachers had more episodes

concerning the group as a whole,” whereas ‘ineffective teachers had more

. episodes concerning individuals or small groups.

Activity Segmenfs

An activity segment is an eco-behavioral unit which has been de-
scribed and used by Gump in his studfeé of elementary school classes
(Gump, 1967, 1969, 1974). As an eco~behavioral unit, the activity
segrneni captures the physical, temporal, and behavioral aspects of class-
room life. Gump's conceptualization of the activity segrneﬁt is developed
from Barker's wqu.on the unit of the behavior setting (Barker, 1968;
Bar;<er & Wright, 1955).

The major dilference hetween the behavior setting and t;\e activity
segment is the size of the unit, Activity segments are much smaller units
than behavior settings. The methods that have been developed to deter-
mine the boundaries of behavior settings and activity segments have been
described respectively by Barker (1968) and Gump (1967).

Ceri:ain characteristics are shared by all activity segrr]énts. First,
every sggment has a concern, which is what the segment ié'about. When
used in the study of school environments, a segment's conr;em may reiate

to various academic fields (e.g., arithmetic, reading, science), to artistic

matters (e.g., arts and crafts, woodwork, cocking), or to classroom

| L)
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activity maintenance {(e.g., attendance, clean-up). Besides its concern,

every segment has an activity pattern, or a program defining how the

segrn?nt operates. Another characteristic of activily segments is that they
have physical and ternpo;'al boundéries. They occur in a particular joca-
tion, contain specific behavior objects, and occur c_luring a particular span
of time. An important final characteristic of activity segments is that the
behavioral aspects of the segment (i.e., the activity pattern) and the
physical aspects of the segment are similar in shape. This compatibility
between program and milleu has been termed synomorphy by Barker {1968)
.and has recéntly been investigated “y Gump and Ross (Gump & Ross,
1977, 1979; Ross, 1980; Ross, Note 6).

Synomorphy is an important characteristic of settings, and It ¢h§s
been demonstrated that in instances in which the degree of synomorphy
between the behavioral and physical boundaries of a setting is low; modi~
f!\cations occur in the phyﬁical milieu and/or in the educational program
until a higher degree of synomorphy is achieved (Gump & Ross, 1977,
1979;. Ross, 1980, Note 6).

Examples of common segments that occur in elementary schools are the

morning flag salute, reading circles, individuaiized seatwork, and the f

creation of works of art. Each of these segments cails for a different kind
of behavior and a different physical ar'rangement.' To salute the fiag,
children must be able to rise out of their seats and face the flag, which
might be held by the teacher, a child, or might sirn;il); be permanently
displaye_d on a hook on the wall. The most appropriate arrangement for a
reading. circle is one where chairs: are arranged so that children can see

and interéct with one another; in seatwork, teachers generally (although

o]
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not always) do not want children-to interact, so a seating arrangement
that does not encourage interaction (e.g., a row-and-column arrangement
or a circular arrangement with students facing the outside of the circle)
would be appropriate. During the construction of art projects, if materials
are to be shared, a physical arrangement in .which children are seated
together 4t tables would be called for.

One o“i’ the most important findings ab-out" the structure of both activ-
ity segments and beha'vio:: episodes is that they do not always occur es;a-
quentially, but instead two or sometimes even more segments or episodes
completely or partially overlap one anof;wer. In an initial study of !:he
sﬂtn.icture .of the sch;ol day, Gump (1967) found that during 35% of the

scchool day, teachers managed overlapping segrnents‘. The maximum number

of overlapbing segments operating at any time in the six third-grade

. o

classes he observed was two; however, one third-grade class he observed
during.a pilot lnvestigl;eition often had three, and sometimes four, segments
operatlng at the same time, )

In the study of classroom activity segments conducted by Gump
(1967), there was little variability in the structure of segments among the
teachers or for the same teacher on different days. As Gump has stated,
"It may be th;t the general demancis of the prescribed curriculum inter-
acting with the limited time available in one day hold the number of major
segments to a relatively constant number" (p. 39). However, because
Gump's sample was restricted to gﬁe grade level and one day of the week,
occurring only in schools with both traditional educational programs and
traditional physical designs, we do not know whether the segment struc-

ture would be similar in other kinds of classes. Various factors could

influence the way teachers structure the school day.

>
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Ip a recent study, Klrley {1981)’_ examined the number of mathe~
matics activity se;grnents fifth-grade students wgre involved in each day.
She found that studenfg averaged just over two instructional segments
devoted to.mathématics per day _and‘ that only 13% of class days had more

than three mathematics segments. A valuable contribution of Kirley's work

¢ 0 ., " i
is the initial attempt to identify intervening variables that might explain
differences in structure between classes.” She found that the length of the

’ . - b
class period was positively correlated with the mean number of mathematics

segments per day. Kirley also examined the relationship petween the mean

number of mathematics segments and student attention. The data indicated

I3 L

that attention was not related to the meah number of segments. However,

L

attention was related to the interaction of mean number of segments and

length of the mathematics period. Kirley fornd that -when class periods

were relatively long, studénts| who experi nced more segments attended
better fhan students who experienced fewer segments. However, when
class periods were relatively short, an increase i? the number of s:egrnents
experienced was associated with relatively low attt;..'n,tion.‘ Kirley concluded
that greater varlety enhances attention only if there is sufficient time in

the class period to 'allow for more §egrnents. If there is not, variety

detracts from attention. In longer periods, three or more segments per"

period produces a modest increase in attentlon.’ Unfortunately, Kirley
limited her examination to ﬂﬁh—-gr‘ade classes and focuged only on mathe-

@

matics instruction. Further, data were not presented to indicate the

*

extent to which teachers employed overlapping segments.

When simultaneous segments operate, the teacher has created a rela-
tively complex structure which must then pe coordinated and supervised.

What are the conditions that lead teachers to create overlapping segments

]
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and how ‘successful are teachers in managing these segments once they are

. created? Researchers have not investigated such questions, and even in

books written for teachers little attention is given to these crucial issues.
Beginning teachers, who are probably inexpériehced with the manage-
ment of overlapping segments, might prefer to avoid such situations -during

their -first few months of teaching. Unfortunately, this often is not a

Ll

.. choice they are permitted. As Gump's (1967)- data indicate, overlappir{g

segments are common, in elementary school classrooms. Curriculum guides
ir areas such as reading and sometimes.mathematics are particularly likely

to suggest the use of small-group activities. When a subsample of the

B

class engages in a small-group activity, the rest of the students obyiously

must also be giver’l’ an activity "to do during that period of time. If the

class is self-contained, having ohly one teacher and no.aides, it is the

-~

responsib’iifty of that one teacher to manage both segments. Information is

neaded on what kinds of segrnenté can best operate simultaneously, as well

F]

as; on how teachers can best create, manage, and end segments.

In research relating to this management problern, Doyle (1977) .con-'
ducted a: s]:udy in which h;a bserved 58 student teachers, each for a full
ye" *. as they léarned,the classroom ‘envirenment.” Doyle's study re-
vealgc‘i that the most salient features of the classroom for student 'teachers

were rnultidirnensionality,'sirnultaneity, and unpredictability. Doyle ex-

plained that classrooms are multidimensional in that they serve a variety of

purposes, not all of which are compatible. Classrooms are simultaneous in

-

that significant events often_occur at the same time rathgr than following

each other in a serial fashion. Unpredictability refers to the degree to

a

which the complexity of ebb and flow in classroom events prevents the

teacher from accurately predicting the outcome of a planned activity. In

-
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later writings, boyle .expanded this list of classroom features to include
immadiacy and history (Doyle, 1979}, as well as “publicness" (Doyle,
1980). Classroom ;'.tructures that involve two or more segments operating
simultanecusly increase the multidimensio}\ality and sirnultaneitya that are

already a natural part of the classroorn*snuation. )

I B B .

Doyle (1977} found that teachers adapt to these demands by trylng to
reduce the complexity and unpredictabillity of the classroom environmen!:,
Sphcifyinﬁ 'five teaching "skills* that were successful in reducing ;nviron-
mental complexity for beginning teachers: chunking (the ability \io group
discrete events Into larger units}, timing (the _ability to monitor and con-
trol the duration_of events), overlap (the ability to handle two or more

events at oncej, differentiation (the ability to discriminate among units ir

terms of their immediate and long-term significance), and rapid judgment

S

(the ability to interpret events with a minimum of delay).

.-Beginning teachers often try to reduce complexity by localizing atten-

-

tion to one region of the classroom and by being engrossed in one activity
at a time. Doyle (1977) found that such strategies generally are not

success]’ul. Studies of students Indicate that they also try to reduce

|

NN NN ,i.l.—:,-

classroorn complexlty (e.g., Davis & McKnight, 19?6 !E:rlﬁ_alnger, 1_5:?5;

@

Mehan, 1974). For example, studenfgs make lessops less ambiguous and

|

more predictable by focusing on proce~ires and by requesting more explict—— -
information from teachers at the start of a segment. For both students

and their teachers, further Investigatlon of the relationship of. activity

structure to behavior would prove helpful.

-
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f11. MANAGEMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES

Teacher behavior is, to a large degree, a function of the features of
the classroom environment-~-the sequence of activity segments, the struc-
tt;xﬁe of the segments; and the properties of the segment format. Thus, it
Lecomes important to understar;d how the teacher can influence the en-

vironment so that behavior within the interactive setting conforms as

-closely as possible10 the teacher"s'goals. s

Transitions, the pl.wase of an activity during which teachers set up
the environment, are one part of the school da during which teachers can
have a great influence on the behavior of st&e% Once the standing
pattern of behavior is established, the teacher's and pupils' behaviors are
predictable and molded by the demands of the environrn\nQ: which they

are situated. Unfortunately, at present there is little information available

0 "help teachérs “plan “transitions. Numerous books on Eﬁ"é"s_tjti_jegts‘of

curriculum planning and scheduling of activities include only a. sentencé-or

two devoted to the subject of transitions. These cemments usually ack-

nowledge the difficulties of managing transitions but offer few sc'utions to

the problem. ’

Another period of time cr.ial in determining the eventual behavior of .

L4

students and teachers is that portion of the day during which teachers
plan their future activities., The management of transitions and the plan-
ning of educational activities are, then, two of the most critical rnanagé-

ment tasks faced by teachers.

55




Mana_ggrnent of Transitions

One of the consistent findings of the studies reviewed earlier on the
use of.time in elementary schools is that much tirng Is spent in nonlnstrgc-
tional activities. Several data sources,.both in England (Bennet;t et al.,
1980) and In the United States (Borg, 1980; Gump, 1974) indicate that
approximately 20% of in-class time (approximately 45 minutes} is typically
spent in noninstructional activities. Some noninstru&tio:mal time is devoted
" to procedural activities (such as "housecl.aning" and "attendance"); these
have their own standing patterns “o’t' behavior and often last long enough to
be considered separate activity segments.

Another category of noninstructional time is the transitional time
between activity segments. In school alii time cannot be spent on planned'
activities per se; all activities require some attention to mechanics and
logistics. When one lesson ends and anothe:' is about to begin, some time
is devoted by t.he teacher and students to dissolving one "environment®
and creating a new one. It is durlné this transitional time that materials
get. distributed or put away, pupils and teachers move to new locations,
instructions—for— the'-upcom’lng-'task -are—-glven;—and—béhavior orientations—- ~
change.

Findings regarding the amount of time spent in the transitions be~
fween segments as opposed to time spent within procedural segments are®
difficult to compare across studles. Different researchers define time
differently, and most do not di;tinguish between procedural segments and

transitions. Estimates of transitional time, as distinct from time spent on

procedural activities, are thus problematic.

o~
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Gump (1974) argu.;ed that one index of operat]n‘g efficiency might be
thé percentage of time consumed in noncore, nonsubstance phases. Other
researchers (e.g.; Bennett et al., 71980) have stated that many teachers
would not accept this view, arguing that tasks such as a young child's
learning to tie shoe laces after gym are relevant educational activities.
Without examining the kinds of behaviors that occur during transition or'
determining whether any cognitive or social goals held by the teacher are
__belng met during this phase, such argu:irnents cannot be settled. Certain-
ly, children do practice many skills during transitions that they perhaps
do not have the opportunity to practicé during activity segments. How-
ever, this does not _rne’an that these skills are learned better during transi-
mti'ons than tr;ey would be during formal lessons, or that new skills could
‘ be taught more efficiently in lessons.

During transitions, students spend part of their time_simply waiting
for signals from the teacher. Jackson (1966) has written eloquently on.the
many instances during the school d‘ay when children are confronted with

delay, denial, and interruption. In the elementary school, students often

_line up for recess, for lunch, and for dismissal, and they freguently have

to wait for lines to be straight before they are allowed to move. During
individual seatwo‘rk they wait‘ for the teacher to come around to their
desks to inspect their work. “When the whole class is working together,
there Is waiting for the slower pupil to finish the work thzt the fas\;:e‘r
ones have completed, and during discussion there is waiting for fellow
students to answer thg teacher's qi.;eries. When motlon .pictures or slides
are shown, there is usually a delaly as the room and the aqu pment are
made ready. Many other school situatlons nec.essitate waiting, breparation,
clearing. away, and movement. Most of these are 'necessary activities,

which unfortunately can be quite time consuming.
53
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Bennétt et al. (1980) found that on the average, pupils spent be-
tween 4 and 8% of the school day during periods of transition, waiting for
signals from the teacher. For e);arnple. pupils often waited for teachers to
§ignal the end of activities and to direct them to clear away materials
and/or obtain materials fo:; the next activity. When a change of location
was required; pupils were often directed to form lines and wait until the
last pupil was ready anc! the teacher signaled to proceed to the next
destination. Further waiting also sometimes occurreci before children were
ailowed to enter a dlfferent space.

Although movement from one activity to another involves a large
portion of the day, and supervisors and trainers of teachers consider the
management of transitions to be a critical teaching skill, transition manage-
ment has not begf 4 central target of empirical educalzipnal research. Yet
closing of one activity and the initiation of another is an event requi;'ing
energy and’ redirectiop on the part of both teacher. and pupils. In “the
transiti:m from the old segment to the new, pupils may be without strong

behavioral guides. During this transitional time, pup!l behavior becomes -

.. —_more_individual, and some of thls individualism involves behavior divergent

from that desired by the teacher.

Much teacher effori: goes into these transitional spans. In some
classrooms transition periods are chaotic. The teacher must prod, repri-
mand, referee. and threaten students. Children constantly ask what they
are supposed to do, but rarely do it. Disrupticn is attended to and often
gets out of hand. Corroborating this view in a study ofq third-grade
classes, Gump (1969) found that an éverage of 26% of teachers' verba-i acts

occurred during transitions and that teachers dealt with more deviant

behaviors during transiticns than during other periods of the day,
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Sloane (1976) discusses the possibility that many te_achers strengthen‘

k]

disruptive behavior by finding new activities for children to engage in
;vhenever they get restless. Although the restlessness may cease at that
particular ‘moment, inn the long run it may increase. The procedure of
distracting restless students makes more desirable behaviors contifigent on
poor w?rk habits-~when the students start fooling around, they are re-
warded with a new and more exciting aclgivity!

aArlin (1979) also comrr;ented on the tendency for student teachers, in
the face of adverse reaction from a small group, to shift activities. He
found that these "“panic transitions" rarely flowed smoothly into a sub-

sequent activity. The teachers were so focused on ending the activity

preceding the percewed adverse feedback that they lost sight of what was

supposed to happen next.

Maul (1978) has identified five particularly troublesome transitlons
common in preschoo! programs. First is the transitional period durmg
which children are arriving at school. This period the researcher feels’is
troublesome because children are anxious about being separated from tr{eir
parents, A second troublesome_transition occﬁr:s _during trips to the
bathlloom., This transition Maul feels is mundane for both children and
adultsa; In addition, children are typically unoccupied as they wait for
their turn to use the bathroom facilities. A third ::robiematic transition
occurs before recess when the room is being cleaned. Maul explains that
during this time children are excited about going outside and thus resist
cleaning the room, The fourth problematic transition is at the start of
naptime, with children typically beiﬁg active and resisting settling down

for their nap. Finally, theré is the period of time during which children

are waking up frcm their naps. Maul explains that children wake up at

6a
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different times and in different moods, thus resulting in a difficult transi~
tion.

53 In describirg the problems Involved in these flve transitional periods,

Maul is concerned with characteristics of the child (active, fearful, moody,

e -

etc.}). An alternatlvi’!:lgge,t& iooK for explanations is the school environ-
ment. During t’r";nsitiqns, there are typicélly competing activities that the

-7 child must resist becoming engaged in, a great deal of movement and

distraction, and a variety of conversatlons and social interactions occur-

ring. In addition, the teacher might temporarily leave the room to run
errands or might be busy In the room perparing for the next activity or
interacting with individual children.

Many different kinds of transitions occur in the typical eiementary

school classroom. Some transitions are much more complex than others,
and thus probably take much longer to complete. For example, transitions
that involve getting the<whoie class ready to move to another part of the
bullding (e.g., the gymnasium or music roorn}‘are quite different from
transitions that occur within the classroom (e.9., changing from a reading

. __to a math lesson}. Transitions that involve overlapping activity segments

|
- -

have rnanagerlélhdemands different from transitions between two sequential
activity segments. |

In addition to being affected by characteristics of the child and the

school environment, the amount of time spent in transitions and other

procedural or noninstructional activities can also be influenced by variables

such as grade level and the "openness" of the educational building and/or

program of instruction. Bennett et al., (1980) found that on the.average

~ more time was spent in noninstructional activities and transitions in infant

‘schools than In junior schools in England {22.2% and 13% respectively}. As
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in the Beginning Teacher Education Study’(BTES), transitions accounted

for most of the noninstructional time. The question of whether this differ-
ence in time usage was due to developmental differences between younger
and older children, or to differences in their school programs, was notdP

-

analyzed or disi(:ussed.1

H

Gump (1974) docu;néﬁ.‘té;& the amount of time spent in transition In two
open and two self-contairl\‘eéf schools. .He found that the extent of non-
substance tirne’appeared to be‘rela;ted to major site changes. Open schools
encouraged mobility of students--that is, frequent regrouping at new
sites. When .rnatzrials and pupils were in various locatfons, management of
transitions was more complex and took more "t'ime than when all materials
were \E\entrally located ‘and when pupiTs assigned to a teacher remained in’
the same place throughout the day. When a number of teachers a‘nd pupils
were using a Iirn'ited number of sites in sequence, rather tight schedules
had to be established. An ongoing activity in one area had to be promptly

terminated at the end of the scheduled time, or the next u:ser group would
be kept waiting. Teacher$ in self-contained classrooms have more elastic-
ji!:y_.ip their schedules than teachers in open-plan buildings and more

‘freedom to control the start of the transitional phase. In the open-plan

schools, children were often kept waiting to begin activities because teach-

" ers were busy closing out a previous one or dealing with a special prob-

lem. When a teacher and a group stay in one locale, the teacher can both

handle special problems and begin the next segment.

Reducing the Length of Transitions . \

b
The studies just reviewed indicate that more time is spent in transi-
n ‘ |

tion among younger as compared with older students, and in, open as
b
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compared with traditional buildings. Obviously, once assigned to a par-
ticular grade level. and bullding, teachers have little contm‘! over these
fac;ors during the remainder of the school year. However, certain ‘organ-
izational strategies and management techniques might help teachers reduce
the ambunl': of time they spend involved in transitions.

Gump and Good (1976) suggested two ways that the length of transi-

_tions couid be reduced. First, they suggested designing "“anchor places,"

or c°ollectit;ns of required materials, very near the teachf"fg areas., |f
needed materiais and resources are distant from locations at which teachers
begin segment action, increased time to start activities must be expected.
Sgcond, nonsubstance time rnight be approached by pr:ograrn rna;wipu!ation.
With fewer major site changes and longer periods in one place, the amount
of starter time could be reduced. Unfortunately, neither of these possi~
bilities has been examined experimentally . .

In presenting a summary of the BTES data, Borg (1980} noted that
there was little variabillty among teachers in the amount of time spent in:
noninstructional activities. He used this finding to argue. that it would‘
thus be quite difficult for teachers to modify the amount of time spent this
way. However, examination of the data collected in this study indicates
that most of the noninstructional time (35 of the 45 minutes spent in non-
instructional activities) was devoted to travel to and from lunch and re-
cess, and to the transitions between al:tivities. Thus, it would seem that
if structural changes were made in the organization of the school day or
school week, the number of transltions could be decreased, and the amount
of time spent in transitlons could .sirnilarly be dirnlnished. Specificaily,

teachers can vary the number of segments they operate each day. As the

fength of each segment increases and the total number of segments de~

creases, the nmbg§ of transitions would correspondingly decrease.
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Researchers who have observed classes in operation have reported
that in elementary schools there are typically over 30 segments a day
(Gump, 19§7; Kounin, 1976). Combining two closely related segments
into one larger segment can not only décrease the number of transitions
that the teacher wiil ha\}e to manage, but can in.some situations have a
positive ;affect on student achievement. Green (1977) conaucted a study in
which {1 teachers read the same story to groups of children. Ali teachers
also questioned the children about the story. Some teachers accomplished
these two activities in two clearly separate periods of time while other
teachers integrated these activities by interspersing questions within the
story. Green found that children who heard the stories interspersed with
questions recalied more of the story than did children who had’ l):'e;;che_r's-
who waited until the end of the story to ask comprghension questions. -
Stephenson {(1979) later replicated this study and achieved the same re;
suits. .

A radical structural alteration that could result in a change in the
utilization of school time would be a ll—oday, instead of a S5~day, school
"week, with a corresponding increase in the length of each school day. By
making this change, the amount :Of‘ time rspent each week "settling in" to
school, traveling to and from lunch, and getting ready to leave school
could be decreased. In New Mexico, a number of rural school districts
have lengthened the school day and have switched to a 4-day school week.
According to a report in Newsweek:, this change resulted In. a savings of
20% in fuel bills, a decrease in teacher absences, a reduction in discipline

problems, and “improved the educailonal atmosphere! ("Going to Class,"

1979).
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The Iength -;of a transition couiti also be affected by the formats of
the activity s‘egrnents that surround the transition. Krantz (1974) ex-

amined the effects of actlvity sequence on classroom behavior and found

‘qa

that transition times preceded by vigorous activities were longer and more
disruptive than those preceded by_rnore passive activities. These results
suggest that an activity that prohiblts children from being physically
mobile should not be immediately preceded by a session that permits or
encourages boisterousness or large motor behavior. These findings con-
tradict educational folklore that children will be more attentWe and less
disruptive if the daily activity schedule is arranged so that active periods
aiternate with periods of quiet (see aiso Becker. Engeirnann. & Thomas,

197%; Faust, 1977; Hamblin, Mukerji, § Yonemura, 1967).

-

Reducing the Chaos of Transitions

Many of the books used In the preservice training of teachers warn
student teachers that transitions can often be chaotic if not properly
managed. Most of the books available on classroom discipline and manage-

ment dlSCUSS ways fo deal with Inappropriate student behavior once It

occurs. That is, they provide teachers with tools for reacting to problem

situations. However, researchers have found that teachers who are effec-
tive managers are those who use Ereactive techniques (i.e., they rnanage
the classroom so that few instances of inappropriate behavior ever arlse
[Kounin, 1970}). Various management techniques have been suggested for
avoiding chaos during transitions. There appear to be five principles of
transition management that can be derived from fhe limited research avail~

able: .
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Advance preparation. Educational folklore advises teachers to warn

students qf upcoming transitions. For example, Hendrick (1975) suggests
that, in c;rder to take the abrugtness out of the situation and to make
compifance with routines easit;r, teachers warn children In advance of a
change in activity. Giving verbal directions to facilitate transitions is ‘an
idea also subscribed to by Hildebrand {19?5]," who has provided te:{lchers
with suggestions for effective verbal guidance. Schuitz and Florio (1979)
spent a year observing a teacher and students in a combination kinder-
garten/first-grade classroom. They found that at the beginning of the
school year‘, t;we teacher 3lways announced when transitions were approach-
ing. However, similar announcements were rnot made’ later in the school
year. Apparently, by the time the investigators conducted a second
observation, thel students no longer needed to be rem:nded that a transi-
tior; would occur . In 5 or 10 minutes.

The assumed advantage of preparing chili:iren for upcornlng- transitions
has gained some em::irical\ support from a correlation study recently _com-
pleted by Arlin (1979). In order to identify characteristics of smooth and
disruptive transitions, Arlin observed 50 student teacﬁers, each for an
hour. He found that one characteristic of smooth ‘ransitions was that the
teacher prepared the children in advance that a transition was approach-
ing. Further, the ‘teacher brought the momentum of the previous activity
to a’'halt before commencing the transition. Ariin anecdotally noted that
the need to bring previous momentum to a halt for a successful transition
was particularly noticeable after physlcaliy stimulating activities such as
recess or gym. ‘

Advancé preparation should be especially Important when students are

involved in self-paced éc:‘civ,itieg. " When the pacing for the act‘ivity is

B




external to the student (i.e., teacher-paced or mechanically paced}, stu- ’

dents do not have control over how fast they cornplt;te the activify, and so

advance - preparation should not alter their behavior. However, advance

preparation should affect stude_nt behavior during student~paced activities!'

because during those activities knowledge of how much longer th,ey have to
work could affect when students begin to “wr;ap up' their activity.

Clarity of boundaries. Closely related to the. idea of advance pre-

paration is the issue of estahlishing.<lear beginnhing and ending points for
each segment. ‘Arlin (1979) found' that sometimes

the student teacher appeared not to be aware of the
ending of a period, and consequently did not prepare
for the transitions. They did not "wrap-up" the
lesson beforehand. The lesson was still continuing
when the bell would ring. Not having reached any
closure. the teacher, with some degree of desperation,
would say something like "Okay, you can go," and
puplls would charge out of the room, often knocking
each other over. - (Sometimes, pupils did not even wait
for the signal from the teacher.) The teacher might
then remember an announcement and interject o the
dispersing mob, "Don't forget to bring back monegy for
" the trip!" (p. 50]

dne of the teacher's major functionbs is to communicate to the students

what context tﬁ;‘?y are in and to signal when one segment is about to end
and another‘isyfto begin. The teache;" must corrlmgnicate that sornethir{g
new is happening so tihal students know what is expected of them. MThe
behavior of teachers during transitions appears to be dit‘ferqnt from their
behavior during segments: In transition timeS, teachers must pull individ-
uals out of one structure and get them into another.

During teacher-paoed activitles, how the teacher "wraps-up“ the
activity should affect the smoothness of -the transition. Arlin €1979) found
that transitions accompanied by minimal pupil dlsruption were frequently

those in which the teacher b ought the momentum of a previous activity to
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a complete halt before commencing a new activity, Teachers would an-

nounce the transition and allow: arnpl»e/“wait time" to permit follow-through.

-

J

L3

connotal;ion, ‘recent research suggests that the establishment of routines’is -

characteristic of effective teachers. Routines appear to be“ important in
helping t;achers pl‘an‘(Yinger, 1977, 1979) and.in hélplng s;tu’d‘ents eng'age
in appropriate behavior during lessons  Routines seem t'o“‘.have ‘th,efr
§tronggst impact during transitions; however.

Arlin (1979) reported that in the classes he observed, the children

knew clearly what was expected of. them and that once‘®the pattern was
. - -

established at the beginning of the year, the teacher needed only"occa-_-é

sional recourse to an explicit signal system. _Van Ness (Note 7) similarly

b

found that many transitions were accomplished by students without expllcit

k7]
directions from the teacher. : ) . .

rl ¥

When some teachers establish routines, they remain a central part of ’

the signal s;ystern. Thus, problems due to lagging signals or accidental

modification of the standard signals can occur. Shultz and Florio (1979)

studied the' transitions in one Kindergarten/first-grade class. A detailed
) L)

microanalysis of videotapes of the teacher"g behavior during transitions

“

revealed that sh¢ used a speciﬁc‘_ series-of verbal and nonverbal behaviors ..

and'movoid to particular parts of the room during the transitions. On
days when the teacher deviated from her usual sequence, the stude:nts did
not élear the room in' a way statlsfactory to her.

Routines, just like any other Kind of behavior, must be taught if
children are expected to behave iri accordance with the desires of the
teaciwer'. When the routine or standing patter:n of behavior is learned, the

signals for the activity become internal. Thus, the children are no longer

63 ‘. .
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Use of routines. While the Wword “routine" often has a negative - ¢
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reliant on the teacher. for signals, and there are fewer opportunities for

signal lags to occur.

Beginning and ending routines. One of the undesirable results- .
posrly planned transitlons is that some children must wait while the teacl;-
er distributes or collacts assignments from others. Shultz and Florlo
[1979] distinguished between single-focused and multi-fmused activitiﬂs,

-3

arguing that students would commonly finish thelr activity at different

: | work at different times in such activities because teachers generally assign

a number of pages to be completed rathe? than an amount of tijne“ to be
e spent working on the activity. In single-focused teacher-directed seg-
ments, in which everyone is kept workmg at the same rate, this situation

.o would not pose a problem.,

On the other hand, children are more independently able to begin
- their lesson in seatwork than. in recitation. In seatwork, each child can

> begln as soon as he or she obtains the assignment and the necessary

i

_#themteacher*'tb ~lhitiaté activity, and the uaacher usually waits until all

tions are handled wou':i therefore depend on the signal systems and par g

Jof keginning and ending activity segments. Routines that take the type ¢’

activity into cons\Ideration are thus requir;d.

-

Movement management. .During many fransitions, children and/or the

-

teacher a . ired to move from one locaotion to another. Children have
been dire . . to move from one activity within the room to another in
~ d.fferent ways. Montessori classrooms stress moving individually and

fr;ely from one activity to the next (Orem, 1966; Parker & Day, 1972).
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. '
’ . v N o ¥
a

rates in multi-focused activities and seatwo;'k. Students woa!d finish their -

materials. Before a recitation can begln however, the.chuld-rnust*wait “for

‘ chlldren or at least a majority of the class seem "ready." How transi-
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Other educatione;l programs require that children move as a group from one
acti\‘rr‘i'ty to the next (Bereiter & Englemann, 1966; Parker & Day, 1972).
kThe difficulties associated with moving children from activity to activ-
ity and the issue of whether to move them individually or as a group havg
been investigated by lelaurin and Risley (1972). The\y compared two
typical staffing procedures used in day care centers to move children

through daily transitions. In the "man-to-man" schedule, as. each child

- finished a task he or she moved on to a new activity. The teachers

supervised particular groups of children, providing materials and indi-
vidual attention irnrﬁediately. In the "zone" schedule, the children were

kept together in each activity .so the first child done had to wait for the

last to fitusn, Thus, teachers were assigned to a particular area or -

"zone" and assuv*ied r:gsponsibility for the children passing through it. Al

)

the children faced the new activity at the same time, creating a waiting

period that was difficult fb_r'_l_:egc_h_‘!l: and -children: ~ Lelaurin and Risley

e -[1972]’aé:ﬂoh;i‘r5ted that when the teacher was assigned to an area (zone

schedule) rather than to a group of children (man-to-man schedulej,

transitions in a day care program from lunchtime to toileting and toileting

to naptime were shortened.

Several studies have examined the effects of alterations ;in teachers'
procedures for taking preschool childrenv to the bathroom. Wallace, Hzat-
ﬁ‘tild. Goetz, and Etzel (1976) compared the amount of time it took children
to go to the bataroom when they were required to lin_e up before leaving
the room to the time expended In é procedure utllizing instructions to
hurry and pr‘éise contingent on‘Spéed. The results indicated that the

amount of time it took the children to go to the bathroom was longer when

they were required to line up; than when they were told to hurry and

i
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praised for c;beying the teacher's insfFUQions. Yet in most preschool and
elementary schools, teachers stlii insist ;\ﬁ\ having children form lines
before leaving the classroom, probably because QOf the belief that this will
reduce the qu)unt of dlsruptive, inapproprlate béhavio}'.-

Maul {1978} <conducted two experiments during bathroom transition

oF -

periods in a preschool class. Children went to the bathroom t\\ko‘tirnes

S

during the mofhing. at 9:30 and at 11:30. The first experiment investi-

gated the effects of taking half the children in the class to the bathroom

at a time versus taking the whole class to the bathroom as a grou). The

/,
F
-
/

results of this ;{ud;_ indicated that fewer disruptions were caused by

*

children during the bathroom _transi'tion when they were taken in half
gr?oups as opposed to total groups. With regard to the investment of time,
there was little difference between these two’ cond!’tions. Across condi~

" tlons, transifion§ lagted between S and 20 minutes, wlth considerable
overlap between condltlons. Maul used these data to argue that the solu-

, tior} to _t‘he problem of excessive disruptlons during transitlons is to take
chlldren |n half groups. However, doing so necessltates a teagge;'s per-
forming a routlne twice a morning. Also, since this procedure adds two
transitions to the preschool morning, _the transitlon problem seems to be
aggravated, not diminished.

In Maul's second experiment, an attempt was made to reduce the
number of disruptions in the total-group condition. An activity directed
by the teacher was Introduced for the childrerj to participate In while
waiting for their turn to use the toilet. M\a‘ul found that disruptions were

greatly reduced when children were engaged In a teacher-directed activity

while waiting for their turn to uSe the bathroom. Time spent in the

bathroom transition did not change as a function of whether or nc;g -there

i i 0y I I N W mEmmes
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was an activity for the children to participate in while they waited. Taken
together, the findings from Maul's two experiments sugg.est that, for
decreasing disruptions, reducing the '_nurnber of children is not as effective
as introducing an activity for the children -to engage in while they wait
their turn. ‘

While Maul called her experiments .inves\tiga!:ions of "transition time,"
in actuality they were studies of the "bathroom time segment®.and not- the

transition. Data were collected from the time the. class left the room until

they returned, not in the transition out o. the prlor activity and into the

subsequent one. Maul's estimates of transition, time thus-underrepFesent

the amount of time devoted to this activity. Even so, she found that

across conditions in this classroom trips to the bathroom during the mor-

ning session lasted between 18 ard 33 minutes each day. This result is &

clear effect of institutionalization on ‘the lives of preschoolers. Certainly,
children of equlvalent age spending the morning at home or in the home of

a neighbor or relative would not spend this much time going tb the bath~

room'! ¢

To varlous extents, movement occurs in schools throughout the day.
At least three types of movement occur: within the room, out of the room,
and into the room. Each type of movement may involve only one student,

a group of students, or the entire class. Further, when moving out of or

- \
into ayoom, the roe-: might be the children's regular classroom or the

~ .
classroom of another teacher. How teachers manage movement probably

varies' dgpendi‘ng on which combination of movement types is to occur.

Planning Educational Activities

Teachers are faced with a vaoriety of decisiOns regarding the content

and the form. of their lessons. The decisions they make influence both

72
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their behavior and the behavior of-their students. Jackson (1966} was the
first educator to distinguish between two kinds of educational decisions.
The first kind he called preactive decisions; these include the selection of
objectlves, content, and teaching methods. Really teaching plans occur-
rihg before i;mstruction begins, some preactive decisions influence teaching
for the entire school year (or even for several years); others guide be-

havlior for a term, an instructional unit, or for a week; and yet others

_JacKson terrned the second kind of decision that tedchers make interactive.

These decisions, occurring In reaction to the way the lesson is progress-
ing, take place in the midst of the teaching/learning act and typically
affect behavior for only a few minutes. .

Jackson {1966) argued 15 years ago that studies of the "empty class~
room* and studies sensitive to the different phases of the school year

should be conducted. Whlle Jackson's argument has been frequently

repeated and cited by many educaters and researchers, few. researchers

have heeded hls advice. ' The limited research concerned with teachers'

preactive decision making will be viewed here. Readers interested in

summaries of the literature on interactive decision making are referred to

Clark and Yinger (1970) and Clark, Snow, and Shavelson (1976).

Jackson's use of the phrase the “empty clgssroom" concerns the study
of what teachers do when’ ‘they are in the cla.:sroorn alone without their
students. While Jackso'n's concept is limited to teachers' time in classrooms
when children are not present, his concept of the empty classroom may be
expanded to inciude other physica!' settings In which the teacher also
makes Instructional decisions that’ will presumably later affect teaching

behavior. Such settings include the school office, the teachers' lounge,

)
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the supply room, the teacher's home, the school and public libraries,
teacher centers, and any other |ocation which houses resources {whether
material or personnel} that teachers can consult in planning theip" instruc~

tion. Little is presently known about the various resources available to

teachers or about how and to what extent teachers utilize these various -

resources. !

Laboratory Studies of Preactive Planning

Zahorik (1975} studied the planning of 194 teachers and found that

their most frequent planning decision and the one they generally made
flrst was deciding on the content to be tautht. Next in importance, but
rarely decided first, was the selection of a learning activity. Materials to
be used in IZhe lesson were mgntioned by half of the teachers. Planning
decisions about evaluation, diagnosis, organization of the énvironment, and
instructional strategies were mentioned by less than one~third of .the
teachers. Rarely did teachers mention objectives.

Similar results were found in more recent laboratory studies. Ben-
Peretz (Note 8} presented tea;:hers with a short story and asked them to
plan’ a lesson based on the story. The teachers' plans focused mainly on

the subject matter to be taught, pupilst needs, and classroom organization.

Teachers' needs and objectives were less frequently included jn'the plans. .

Most of the teachers' plans consisted of general statements and did rot-go

into detail about the lesson. Student teachers tended to produce shorter

plans than experienced teachers, a finding contrary to the claim made by

many educators--for example, Beauchamp (1970)--that the most thorough
lesson plans are produced by student teachers. Beauchémp and others
have argued that because of the inexperience of student teachers and

because their work is being supervised, student teachers are forced to be

2
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more careful and thorough than experienced teachers in planning for their
teaching. .

Peterson, Marx, and Clark'_(_1___9?8)___&1_s_ked,teachers to present a sc;cial
studies “lesson to three _different groups of junior high school students on
3 different fiays. Each day before teaching the lesson, the teachers were
given a 90-rnin;ate planning period and' were asked to "think aloud." Most
of the teachers' statements during the planning periods foquse;i on the
content to be taught. Next in frequency were statements regarding ths
instructional process. However, over the 3 days, as teachers became more
familiar with the content to be taught,-‘ the proportion of state}nentsl fo-
cused on the content systematically decreased while the proportion of
statements focused on the instructional process increas;ad. In this study,
teachers were told by the researchers the topic—they -were expected to

teach; many teachers were probably .initially unfamiliar with the content

area., However, in the natural teaching situation, particularly in grade.

schools, teachers are presumably quite familiar with the content, especially
if it is their second year teaching at the sa;rne level. Thus, teachers in a
trt\.al instructio'nal situation would perhaps sp:and less time on the content
and more time deciding on the instructional process. Further. in the
study of Peterson and others, the general format for the lesson had al-
ready been decided by the researchers: The teacher was assigned eight
children to teach during three 50-minute blocks of time. The number, of
children in the situation and the amount of time available would imply that
some teachinq strategies woulc; be more appropriate than others.

Another finding from this .study was that while much variability

existed among teachers in the way they planhed, individual teachers were
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fairly consistent in their planning on t- 3 days they were observed.
This finding is not surprising since the same lesson was taught on all 3
days. A more interesting issue to address would be whether th:are i's
consistency in the way teackers plan across different kinds of lessons. Do
some teachers focus on content rather than method regardless of the lesson
to be taughtg Do other teachers consistently spend proportionally more
time devoted to method than they do to content? What would be a better
predictor ,of the way teachers plan--ihe individual teacher or the kind of

lesson? |
In a recent study conducted by Clark and Yinger (1979), teachers
were asked to make judgments about language arts activities from a set of

activity descriptions that varied systernaticaily on five preselected dimen-

sions: Student involvement, integration, difficulty, fit between purpose

and process, and demand on,the teacher. Twenty-five teachers rated 32’

situations varying on these five dimensions as to their attractiveness,
approprié'ieness, probability of Lse, and effectiveness. !ndlvidual regres-
sion equations 'for' each teacher were c9rnputed for each of the four judg-
ments. 'Large individual differences were found with respect to which

L ]

factors teachers used in rating the situat;ons! and how much \;griability was
accountable for by the factors. | ’

A cornplernent'éry study : conducted by Borko and Cadweil (Note 9)
examined te;c‘her;s' oaganizatioP and management decisions as a function of
qualities of stt;dents. Forty-one elementary school teachers read descrip-~

tions of hypothetical students who varied systematically on six dimensions:

se>£, achievement, rule-following behavior, independence, social compe-

tence, and self-confidence. The teachers j'udged each student's academic-

comﬁetence, motivatiori, and classroom behavior, making a .series of de-

]
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scriptlons about appropriate classroom organization, management strategies,
and long~term educational goals. It was found that teachers' decision
pt;licles could not be represented by a single set of common regression
weights, nor could data be pooled’ by utilizing teacher characteristics as
moderator variables or by clustering teachers who possessed similar poli-
cies. Rather, for each judgment, teachers' decision policies were essen-
tial'ly idiosyncratic. While virtually all the regression models predicting
teachers' decisions included at least the one cue most relevant to the
decision, they differed in the number of cues used and size of each cue's
effect. ¢

One of the probie;ns with the study conducted by Borko and Cadwell
(Note 9} is that it -asked teachers to make organization and ;nanagement
d;acisions for indiwvidual students. Researchers‘[e.g., Stern & Shavelson,
1981)‘ have found that teachers do not generally plan for individual §tu—-
dents, but for groups._ Teachers use various individual ‘characteristics
(mostiy ability) td groui& their students, but once grouped, the group and
not the individual child becomes’ the udit for many of tE\e teacher's deci~
sions (Barr, 1974, 1975; Prawat, 1980; §havef§on & Borko, 1979; Russo,
Note 10; Stern & Shaveison, 1981}, b ]

Clearly, there are indlvidual‘differences in the way that teachers-‘plan
lessons and in the amount of time they devote to planning. Presumably,
differences in planning approach and possibly the amount of time spent
planning relate to the .way teachers behave during lessops and possibly to
student achievement. Some kinds of lessons are likely to require more and
different kinds of planning than others. Teachers who do not ordlnar"lly
spend much time planning might decide not tc; teach such lessons or might

alternatively be ineffective in teaching lessons if planning were either
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inadequate or inappropriate. Surprisingly, few studies have been con-

ducted ‘on teacher planning, and to date, no researcher has looked at
either qualiiative or quantitative differences in planning different kinds of
lessons . ‘

Iﬁ interpreting the results of laboratory studies, the time span of the
plan studied must be kept in mind. In laboratory studies, teachers are
generally asked to plan a lesson 'or é"short sequence of lessons. They are
usually told when the lesson will be taught and which students will parti-

cipate in the ‘lesson. Questions associated with these practices are, How

. do teachers usually decide on lesson length and how do t}iey sequence

-

activities within a day? Further, in the plar?ning studies discussed thus
far, all Ifssons were to be presented by the teacher to a group of 'stu-
dents, presumably in a Iectgre, recitation, or discussion format. fertinent
to this issue are the Qquestions, How do teachers usually decide on the
lesson format:and how do they plan for different kinds of lesson formats?

An important aspect of teacher planning that cannot be addressed in
laboratory studies is how the pla%ning proces:'s and the nature of teachers'
plans change over time. In a st:dy conducted by Morine~-Dershimer (1979}
teachers seldom mentioned the diagnosis of pupil needs, lesson objectives,
and seating arrangements in thelr planning statemeni. However, when
teachers were prtﬂ?ﬂd,‘Ei it became clear that these ‘aspects of lessons were
not ignored, but rather 'were part of the "mental image" or set of expecta~
tions for the lesson.

Yinger (1977) theorizes that ,the nature of the planning process
changes as a function of time in the natural history of the school year.
Teachers establish routines for how to teach certain kinds of content and

thus, when planning Iesson;' on a" daily or weekiy basis, need only attend

13




-72-
4 '

to the content to be taught unless the method to bhe used is to pe

. changed. If the method ',is not going to be changed, there is littie reason

for the teacher to spenél. time addressing that issue. YInger also found
that some decisions teachers make occur early in the year and become
routines used on a daily basis; therefore, these need not be addressed
explicitly' when planning an individual lt;.ssm. Yinger's study, particularly
his analysis of the use of routines, will be further discussed in tr:e next

section.

Naturalistic Studies of Preactive Planning_

laboratory,studies and survey reseach indicate that, when students
are grouped (Barr, 1874, 1975; Sha.velsgn & Borko, 1979; Russo, Note 10)
o; treated as a whole class {Prawat, 15'}80} for Instruction, teachers tend
to think about the group and not the individue;! student, making instruc-
tionat decisions, especially planning declsions, on the basis of the group
or whoie class:. ’

Once the \}arious groups are formed, teachers are sensitive to the
needs and abilities of the different groups in planning instruction. Stern
and Shaveison {1981) compared how two teachers plénned for a high-

ability versus a low-ability reading group. and founa major differences in

the lessons planned and conducted for these contrasting groups. Re..«.g

lessons for the low-ability group werée highly structured and included

highly structured written assignments. During the lesson, the teacher
tatked during one-half to three-quarters of the lesson. Children in the
iow-ability group received 20 minutes of daily in.sfructionaby the teacher,
followed by an assignment that was expécted to be completed in the 25
minutes followin'gq the reading lesson. In.contrast, reading lessons for the

high-ability gréup were less structured, took .a variety of forms, used a
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variety of instructional materials, and varied in their duration on different
days. Assignments for this group were also varied on different days,
often not highly st_!"uctured. and frequently extended over'“ several days.
During the lessons for the high-ability group, the teacher" talked approxi-
mately one-fourth of the time. The experiences of the low- and high-
ability groups and the skills children gained from these contrasting lesson
and assignment formats were thus quite ciifferent.

The ways that lessons are planned can also be affected by organiza-

‘tional variables such as whether teachers are part of a team. Clark and

Yinger (1979}\conducted two naturalistic studies on teacher planﬁing: a
field study of teacher planning and plan implementation, and a survey of
teacher plar{ning practices. In the field study, four teachers who taught
in self-contained classrooms and two teachers who formed a teaching team
kept journals and were interviewed regarding the development, ifnplem‘enta-
tion, and evaluation of a plan for a 2-week unit on writing. The teachers
were ‘bgiven 3 weeks to plan the unit and 2 weeks to enact the plan.
During the 2 weeks of presenting the unit, the teachers were observed.

Cla;'k and Yinger distinguished between two kinds of teachers: incre-
mental planners and comprehensive planners. Incremental planners were
most conlcer'ned with the activilzy or set of activities needed to get the unit
started, After the unit was underway, these teachers responded to the
needs and reactions of their“students. The comprehensive planners were
concerned with thf problem-finding and desigﬁ stages of the psychological
process. ,hTheir'E elaborations, ‘investigations, and adaption processes

i

were built on predictions about how students might -or might not react

: to implementation of the plan. Before the plain was actually irnplerne.nted,

these teachers had a rather complete picture of what to anticipate.

&0




All six teachers.used a cyclical rather than a linear planning process.
Rather than moving from well-specifled and‘c,arefully stated objectives and
proceeding to the design of activities to meet these ‘objectives, teachers
more commonly beéan’ with a general idea, which they; then elaborated.
*  The purposes of the Clark and Yinger {1979) survey were to
describe how elementary school teachers view the p:'ocess of plaﬁnlng, to
enumerate the varicJs kinds of planning, to examine the censiderations and
constraints that ‘affect planning, and to exploreﬁ the reasons that tea;chers

7

pian. Analysls of questionnaire responses from a sample of 78 elementary

school teachers indicated that

Learning objectives are seldom the starting point for &
planning. Teachers™ plan around their students and :
around activitles. _ ,

Teachers tend to limit thelr search to resources that
are immediately available. . .

Most of teacher planning is for reading, followed by
math, soclal studies, and science.

Teacher planning Is iiore explicit and involves a longer
lead time in team-teaching situations than In self-con-
tained classrooms. . N -

The most common form of written plans is an outline or -
list of topics. Mdny plans are done mentally.

Plans provide psychological benefits for {eachers.
They provide direction, security,’ confidence. {p. i4)

Yinger (1977) conducted a detailed case study of the procesées in=-
volved in one elernentary [ﬂrstlsecond*grade] teacher‘s planning decisions
durlhg a 5-month perlod "of instruction. Ymger's work extended the
earlier work of Gump (%67], who had found activity segments to be the
basuc structural unit of thﬁe classroorn environment. Ylnger's study lndl-
cated, not.only that activity segments were important in understanding the
operation of the.classroom environment, but also that teachers planned
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their instruction in terms of the arrangement of actwu’;y segments (which
Yinger called "actlvities“) Seven features of instructlonal adﬁvtties were
identified: structure and sequence, acceptable student behavtor, rocatnon,

participants, duration, ‘c0nhtent9 and materials, arid instructignal “moves. -

~

"These features were presented as important considerations. in planning

decisions. ‘ ) .

N L4
. A second major aspect of -planning and activity management. .that

emerged in this study was the feacher's use of routines. Yinger argued

Y

° that for the teacher he studied, routines played such a major role .in

Fl

classroom organization, and in thinking and plann!ng for instruction , that

v

her planning could be charactertzed as decision making about_the selegtion_,

organization, and sequencing of routines. Yinger identH;‘led four-t;ées:df
" routines used by the teacher: {1) activity routines, (2} instrus’tipnal"

routines, (3) management routines, and (4) executive routines. =~ -

Actwtty routlnes were used by -the teache_r in ‘order t)cstandardi..-

. the sever® features of instructional activities. Yinger calied activities with

i N [

three or fewer set features l'nonroutane" and referred to activities with

+

five, six, or seven set features as "routine." Routinized activities - that -

were not completely set {i.e., had only. f‘ve or six set features} n.ost N
i

commonly had content and mavterlals or qontent materlals, and;structure

left open. Thus, when planning routinized actwitues the teacher typlcally:

had to decide only on the content of the lesson and materials {or the

)

pages to be covered if a textbook or workbook was uses®. ‘Conten[ was

3

not the focus of her routinization, rather, she -considered things such as
’ TR

participants, sequence, - duration of activitiés, and accentable student
a . y

behavior. Because of the routinizationyof activities, fpore time was avail-

0

able for deciding on. content and for developing «creative ways to present

by
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it. Several authors have mentione: he importance of teaching classroom
'routin_es 3s carefully and as deliberately as anything else a teaéher‘ would
corvey to his.or her puplls (e.g., Chasnoff, 1970). '

Yln;er found that much of the classroom time in the fall was devoted
to teuching students the structure and sequence of activitles and at:&ept-
able stﬁdént behavior. in each setting. " Location of and participants in
activitles were easiiy learned a;nd often were changed. Features such as
duration, content and aterials, and instructional moves were the teacher's
responsibility,-and the success of an activity was not dependent on the
students® awareness dr understandi!'tg of them. By winter .term most of
this teacher's activities (868) were routinized and requirec\i little planning
" and iittie Atime in set-up and management.‘; ﬁ

Most planning time during winter and spring terms was taken up by
planning for activities that were no-t routinized (iru'r-equent acfivities and
| science,.social studies, and mathematics units). In pianning these units,
the teacher usually had to make decisions about most ot.' the activity com-
ponents. Units In science, social studies, and mathematics were not rou~
: tiniz»_?-d by the teacher because they were used to teach content to meet
objectives set by the uistrict, and published materiais generally were not
available, While the math units were sometimes planned for studen’s on
_ the basis of ability groups, science and social studies units we?“e generally
_ whole-class, group actlvitles. Although.not specifled by ‘t"ing‘er, most

probably these three units inciuded lectures, discussions, or recitations

led by the teacher. _
An interesting® fluding from a study conducted by Stodoisky (1979)

. was. Ymat racitatlgns occurred Pproportionately more frequently in sch: ols

.that had students who -were of predominately lower 3o0cioc onomic statds
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(SES) than they did in schools wifh mostly higher SES students. Thi.s
pattern held for both social studles and mathematics but was especially
marked. in social studies. Stodolsky hypothes.Ized that the prevalence of
recitations in less affluent districts could result from contraints imposed on
the teacher due to a Iack of curricular materials: Yinger (1977) found
that when curricular units were planned because materials were not avail-
able, the teacher spent more time on planning, was not able to routinize

the activity as easily, used a complex lesson format (defined as one in

which the teacher assumed mor~ than one instructional role,, and spent

b . ' .
more time in the "set up" phase of the activity. If the findings of botr,

Stbdolﬂky and Yinger generatize to larger samples of teachers, ‘then it
might mean that teachers in lower SES schools are faced with a much more
difficult jeb than teachers in higher SES sqhodls in the planning, as well

as the instructi 1al, phase of activities.

Instructional routines are methods and procedures established by the

teacher i:o carry out specific instructional. moves. A large repertoire of
instructional moves (such as giving instructions, demonstrating, instruct-
ing, monitoring, reviewing, Qna guestioning) were established and rar';lys
modifed by the teacher in Yinger's (1977} study. Thus, as the activity
was routlnized, the teacher's moves and roles were routinized as well.
Some of -the instructional routines were identical when used in similar
activities. For example, when the teacher monitored the children as they
copied information off the board, whether it was in handwriting or spell~
ing, she would waik around the class and check ;:Fogress. Other in-
structionai routines varied depending on the activity. For exarnplé, the
instructional routine for giving instructions varied deﬁending on the size
of the group. When children were gathered in -auvlarge group {regardlesst
N S .
- 8
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of content), the tea:ig,r; would give instructions by repeating them two or

three times and then asking a child to repeat the instructions. When the

children were gathered in a small group (again, regardless of content) ,

she would give inst;‘uctions 'by saying them only/once and then observing

each child's work to detgrrnlne whether the instructions were understood.

Management routines are procedures for/ controlling and coordinating .
classroom organization and behavior not sociated with specific activities /
. [e.g.,__tran.su:lon between_ activities, paéing out or collecting materials, §

leaying the room, cleaning up the r m, starting’ school in the morning or
after lunch, grading procedures, the storage of materials, the assignment
of student jobs). Managernent' outines have two components-pfocedures
and participants. The procegures specify what is to be accomplished, /

/

steps and seqguence in w!y( it is to be done, and sometimes the tlmé and
location., Farticipants specify the indwiduais or groups to be involved in

-

the procedure. \/,f

3 i

7
Executive planning routines are "meta-routines." These are systems

of established. thought patterns set off by speclﬁc plannlndtasks. Yinger
(197?] Identiﬁed five: levels of teacher pianning: year‘ly planning, term’
planning, unit planning, weekly planning, and daily/planning. Each level

of plarning had its own executive routine. In other words, the routine

-

L , - -

for unit planning was different from the routine for daily or weekly plan-

-t

ning; although each time this planning was carried out according to an

”~

established pcttern.

Despite the negative co.nnotations of inilexibility often carried by{the
word 'routine,” the findings of Yinger's study suggest that routines can
be effectively used in the classroom to improve and simplify both ?Ianning

"and actual teaching. The complexity and unpredictability that characterize
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* the teach:ng environment lmpose many demands on the teacher, and it
becomes necessary to find methods to decrease the amount of information to
be processed at any one time. Yinger argded that when used properly
routines can increase teacher flexibility and effectiveness by freeing the
teacher's time and ene;-gy from many planning and implementation deci-
sions.

' Routines can aiso increase the effectiveness of in-class time by in-~ ©

-

]

creasing the stablilty of activities and reducing time lost to interruptionss
They can also increase student time~on-task by increasing the predicta-
bility. of acsivities and possibly by reducing the student's anxiety about

what will happent next and what will be expected.

-
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n
"
-




SUMMARY

At this time, we have relatively iittlo: information about “empty class~
roo_m“ behavior. We kno:v little ébout how teacheérs use tht;ir form'al'plaﬁ:-
ning time or how .much time’ teache:;s spend in ;chool at ‘the be_éinni?g and
the end or tJhe school day,‘\br how much time they Sp'e'nd at home planning
their future lessons and doing tasks related to completed {essons (ee.g.,
grading 'papers, _reﬂecting on their own teachina performance}. At this
time, we also kno;v very little about why teachers plaif, how teacher plan-
ning behavior <hanges vy'ith exiperience, and how individual difference
variables might influencé the 6quantity and s;.tyle of teacher planning. " How
such activities affect teachers' performances and children's behavior,
learning, and attitudes has also yet to be investigated.

What we do know thus far abo;n: planning is mainly that classiflcation
and deflnition of goals and objectives play a-relatively-minor rglé--in teach~
ers' deliberations (Peter et al., 1978; Taylor, 1978; Zahorik, 1975). The
activity, ratlher than the objective, seems to be the unit of planning.

Once agaln, it appears that in order to understand what is happening

in eleme'rl!:/a—;,y,-'séhool classrooms, an understanding of ¢ducational activity

P ——— ———

segments is needed. A large boEiy of educational research jooks at educa-
tion from a more "“macro® perspective than does the literature reviewed
here. Educagionai Jpoticy and organizational studies, as well as studies
exanmining li.lhe affects o. an educational philosophy, would be examples of

such approaches. In such studies, examinations of what is actualiy oc~
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curring within the individual classireom on a day-to-day basis generally are

not conducted. A substantial ’literature; alw:’es the effects of
"micro~level" educational variables. The particular m

ement\sthat teach—

L)

-~

tiona! contexts withiff which such behaviors occur. . .

a

v Tlsis paper has examined'a selective portion of the educational man-

agement literature. ‘Rgilativg—tg-the many, many ‘papers availal;fle 'on the

‘management of individual behaviér, relativelyf little information ‘exists on

o

management of classroom activities. Knowing how to select and sched-

ule ‘classroom actlvities is potentially a powerful tool for classroom teach-

ers;ndanonstrqtts‘d\%re have been some of the effects that being in a

¥

particular activity can }a\'e on those within the classroom. Teachers and
students generally behave in 3 manner consistent with the derfrands of the
activity of which they are a part. Thus, it seems critical for educational
researchers to work at expanding our knowledge of the impact of classroom

activities.

F3

L

ers make while teaching and their patterns of verbal interaction ﬁ‘p& u-
lai targets of such research. ‘As a rule, these studies ignore the eduik

-
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